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WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1952 


Unrrep Sratres SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at a. m. in room G-—16, United 
States Capitol Building, Senator Edwin C. Johnson of Colorado 
(chairman) presiding. 

Present : Senators Johnson and O’Conor. 

Also present : E. R. Jelsma, professional staff member. 

The CuatrmMan. The hearing will please come to order. 

We are opening hearings on two bills, S. 1868 and Senate Joint 
Resolution 135. We will insert the bills in the record at this point. 

(S. 1868 and S. J. Res. 135 are as follows :) 


[S. J. Res. 135, 82d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


JOINT RESOLUTION Granting the consent of Congress to the States of Maryland and 
Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter into a compact or agreement providing 
for the unified regulation of common carriers transporting passengers by street railways 
and motor vehicles within certain areas of such States and the District of Columbia 
Whereas there is a demonstrated need for the unified regulation of common 

earriers transporting passengers by street railways and motor vehicles within 

the metropolitan area of the city of Washington, District of Columbia, embrac- 
ing the District of Columbia, the counties of Montgomery and Prince Georges in 
the State of Maryland, and the counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the city 
of Alexandria in the State of Virginia: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the consent of Congress is given to the 

States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter into a 

compact or agreement providing for the unified regulation of common carriers 

transporting passengers within the counties of Montgomery and Prince Georges 
in the State of Maryland, the counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the city of 

Alexandria in the State of Virginia, and the District of Columbia, but any such 

compact or agreement shall not be binding or obligatory upon any of the parties 

thereto unless and until it has been approved by the legislatures of such States 
and by the Congress of the United States. 


me 


[S. 1868, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Providing for an investigation and study by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
of the adequacy and convenience of passenger carrier facilities and services and the 
reasonableness of fares in the metropolitan area of the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the Interstate Commerce Commission 

shall (1) make an investigation and study of the adequacy and convenience of 
passenger carrier facilities and services, and the reasonableness of fares on 
passenger carrier facilities, in the metropolitan area of the District of Columbia 

(including the District of Columbia, Montgomery County and Prince Georges 

County, Maryland, and Arlington County, Fairfax County, and the cities of Falls 

Church and Alexandria, Virginia); (2) to the extent deemed necessary and 
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practicable by the Commission, make such investigation and study jointly and 
cooperatively with the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, the Public 
Service Commission of Maryland, and the Public Utilities Commission of the 
District of Columbia ; (3) issue such orders or take such other action pending the 
making of such investigation and study and upon the completion thereof, as it 
may determine to be in the public interest, in the interest of national defense, 
and in furtherance of the national transportation policy as set forth in the 
Interstate Commerce Act; and (4) report to the Congress as soon as practicable 
the results of such investigation and study (including an account of any orders 
issued or action taken pending or upon completion thereof), together with its 
recommendations, if any, for necessary legislation. 

Sec. 2. The Commission is authorized to require by subpena or otherwise the 
attendance of such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and 
documents, to administer such oaths, and to take such testimony, as it deems 
advisable. Subpenas may be issued under the signature of the Chairman of the 
Commission or under the signature of any Commissioner or employee of the 
Commission designated by the Chairman and may be served by any person 
designated by such Chairman, Commissioner, or employee. Sections 102 to 104, 
both inclusive, of the Revised Statutes shall apply in the case of failure of any 
witness to comply with any subpena or to testify or to produce books, papers, or 
documents when summoned under authority of this Act. 


[S. 8296, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide for a commission to regulate the public transportation of passengers 
by motor vehicle and street railroad within the metropolitan area of Washington, District 
of Columbia 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Act”, 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act— 

(a) The term “metropolitan area” means the metropolitan area of the city of 
Washington, District of Columbia, including the District of Columbia, the coun- 
ties of Montgomery and Prince Georges in the State of Maryland, and the 
counties of Arlington and Fairfax and the cities of Alexandria and Falls Church 
in the State of Virginia. 

(b) The term “motor vehicle” means any automobile, taxi, bus, or other 
vehicle propelled or drawn by mechanical or electrical power on the public 
streets or highways of the metropolitan area and used for the transportation of 
passengers. 

(c) The term “street railroad” means any streetcar, bus, or other similar 
vehicle propelled or drawn by electrical or mechanical power on rails and used 
for the transportation of passengers. 

(d) The term “carrier by motor vehicle’ means any person which engages in 
the transportation of the general public by motor vehicle for compensation in 
the metropolitan area but dues not include any person which engages in such 
transportation solely within the State of Maryland or the State of Virginia, and 
does not include any person which engages in such transportation in the metro- 
politan area as part of an interstate operation which is in the major portion 
outside of such area 

(e) The term “carrier by street railroad” means any person which engages 
in the transportation of the general public by street railroad for compensation 
in the metropolitan area but does not include any person which engages in such 
transportation solely within the State of Maryland or the State of Virginia, and 
does not include any person which engages in such transportation in the metro- 
politan area as part of an interstate operation which is in the major portion 
outside of such area. 

(f) The term “person” means any individual, firm, copartnership, corporation, 
company, association, or joint-stock association; and includes any trustee, re- 
ceiver, assignee, or personal representative thereof. 


‘ 


TITLE I—WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT COMMISSION 


Sec. 101. There is hereby established in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment an independent agency to be known as the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Commission (hereinafter referred to as the “Commission”). The Com- 
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mission shall be composed of three Commissioners appointed by the President 
of the United States by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, one who 
has been a resident of the portion of the metropolitan area in the District of 
Columbia for at least two years prior to appointment, one who has been a 
resident of the portion of the metropolitan area in the State of Maryland for 
at least two years prior to appointment, and one who has been a resident of 
the portion of the metropolian area in the State of Virginia for at least two 
years prior to appointment. Not more than two Commissioners shall be members 
of the same political party. Each Commissioner shall be appointed for a term 
of six years, except that the Commissioners first appointed shall be appointed 
one for a term of two years, one for a term of four years, and one for a term 
of six years, and whenever a vacancy shall occur, other than by expiration of 
term, the person appointed to fill such vacancy shall hold office for the unexpired 
portion of the term of his predecessor. Each Commissioner shall receive a salary 
of the rate of $15,000 per annum. 

Sec. 102. Any Commissioner may be removed by the President for inefficiency, 
neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office, and shall not engage in any other 
business, vocation, or employment. No person in the employ of or holding any 
official relation to any carrier subject to this Act, or owning stocks or bonds 
thereof, or who is in any manner pecuniarily interested therein, shall enter 
upon the duties of or hold such office. No vacancy in the Commission shall 
impair the right of the remaining Commissioners to exercise all the powers of 
the Commission. Upon the expiration of his term of office a Commissioner shall 
continue to serve until his successor is appointed and shall have qualified. 

Sec. 108. The Commission shall have a Chairman who shall be selected annu- 
ally by the Commission from among its members, and may serve in such capacity 
for more than one term if reselected by the Commission. Such Chairman shall 
be vested with responsibility for administrative functions, efficiency, and staff 
supervision of the Commission, and shall assign, and reassign for expedition, 
matters for hearings, and for reports, all to the end that the public interest may 
be promptly and adequately served. 

Sec. 104. The Commission is authorized to appoint and fix the compensation 
of such officers and employees, and to make such expenditures as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. The Commission may delegate any of 
its functions to such of its officers and employees as it may designate. 


TITLE II—REGULATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION OF PASSENGERS IN 
THE METROPOLITAN AREA 


Sec. 201. (a) All functions of the Public Utilities Commission of the District 
of Columbia with respect to common carriers (as defined in section 8, paragraph 
1 of Public Law Numbered 435, Sixty-second Congress, approved March 4, 1913, 
as amended) of passengers by motor vehicle and street railroad are hereby 
transferred to the Commission, and are made applicable to carriers by motor 
vehicle and street railroad, respectively, as defined in this Act. 

(b) All provisions of law applicable to common carriers (as defined in such 
Public Law Numbered 4385) of passengers by motor vehicle and street railroad 
are made applicable to carriers by motor vehicle and street railroad, respectively, 
as defined in this Act. 

Sec. 202. The Publie Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia shall 
transfer any of its records pertaining to the functions transferred under the pro- 
visions of this Act to the Commission and shall furnish the Commission such 
information with respect to such functions as may be requested by the Commis 
sion. 

Sec. 208. Any order, rule, regulation, permit, or privilege made, issued, or 
granted by the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia with 
respect to any function transferred under the provisions of this Act, and in 
effect at the time of the transfer, shall continue in effect to the same extent as if 
such transfer had not occurred until modified, superseded, or repealed by the 
Commission. 

Sec. 204. Any provision of.law granting the Interstate Commerce Commission 
any authority over transportation to which this Act is applicable shall be inap- 
plicable after the date of the enactment of this Act, but any order, rule, regula- 
tion, permit or privilege made, issued, or granted by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission with respect to such transportation and in effect on such date shall 
continue in effect until modified, superseded, or repealed by the Commission. 

Sec. 205. No suit, action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced by or against 
the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia or any officer of the 
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United States in his official capacity or in relation to his discharge of his official 
duties shall abate by reason of any transfer of functions under the provisions of 
this Act. The court before which any such suit, action, or other proceeding is 
pending, may, on the filing at any time within twelve months after such transfer 
takes effect of a motion or supplemental petition showing a necessity for a sur- 
vival of such suit, action, or other proceeding in order to obtain a settlement of 
the questions involved, allow the same to be maintained by or against the Com- 
mission or any officer thereof to whom such functions have been assigned. 

Sec. 206. (a) The Commission shall have the power to establish, in addition to 
requirements established under the functions transferred to the Commission 
under the provisions of this Act, such other reasonable requirements for carriers 
by motor vehicle and street railroad as it may deem necessary and proper in 
order to provide for continuous and adequate service throughout the metropolitan 
area, uniform systems of accounts, records and reports, preservation of records, 
qualifications and maximum hours of service of employees, and safety of opera- 
tion and equipment. 

(b) The Commission may make such regulations as it may deem necessary and 
proper to carry out the provisions of this Act, and the penal provisions applicable 
to rules, orders, or regulations established by the Commission with respect to 
functions transferred to it under the provisions of this Act shall be applicable 
to any other rule, order, requirement, or regulation established by the Com- 
mission under the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 207. The provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act shall be ap- 
plicable to the Commission and its functions. 

Sec. 208. The Commission may, with the consent of any department or agency 
of the Government, avail itself of the use of information, services, facilities, 
officers and employees thereof in carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

~sec. 209. The Commission shall make an annual report of its operations to 
the Congress as soon as practicable after the first day of January in each year, 
and shall include in such report its recommendations for the improvement of 
passenger transportation facilities in the metropolitan area. 

Sec. 210. Any carrier by motor vehicle or street railroad which is carrying on 
a bona fide operation on the date of the enactment of this Act without a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity issued either by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission or the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia and is 
required to have a certificate of public convenience and necessity under the pro- 
visions of this Act shall be issued such a certificate by the Commission with 
respect to such operation without further proceedings and without proof that 
public convenience and necessity will be served by such operation, if application 
is made for such certificate within one hundred and twenty days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. Pending the determination of any such application 
the continuance of such operation shall be lawful. 

Sec. 211. If any provision of this Act or the application of such provision to 
any person or circumstances shall be held invalid, the remainder of the Act 
and the application of such provision to persons or circumstances other than 
those to which it is held invalid shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 212. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary to enable the Commission to carry out the provisions of this Act and to 
perform any other duties which may be imposed upon it by law. 


The CHarrMan. Our first witness is Don S. Willner, Greater Wash- 
ington Area Council American Veterans Committee. 


Mr. Willner. 


STATEMENT OF DON S. WILLNER, REPRESENTING THE GREATER 
WASHINGTON AREA COUNCIL OF THE AMERICAN VETERANS 
COMMITTEE 


M. Wiutner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Don S. Willner. I am speaking on behalf of the Greater Wash- 
ington Area Council of the American Veterans Committee, 1751 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW, Washington, D. C., in accordance with a 
unanimous vote of the area council executive committee on April 7, 
1952. 
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There are two bills before this committee. One calls for an in- 
vestigation of the adequacy and convenience of passenger-carrying 
facilities and services and reasonableness of fares. ‘The other one states 
that “there is a demonstrated need for the unified regulation” of the 
transit systems in the greater Washington area. 

This resolution was introduced because of the admittedly inadequate 
service provided to the residents of the Washington area, And not 
only does the existing transit system provide poor service to the 
Washington commuter, but each week it saddles him with unneces- 
sarily high fares. Although unified regulation may provide more 
adequate public transportation, it is AVC’s opinion that such a move, 
by itself, could not be a complete solution, 

To aid this committee in formulating decisions which will lead to a 
sounder public transit policy, we wish to lay before you certain 
pertinent facts. 

Mr. Chairman, each and every regular rider on Washington’s busses 
and trolleys has to pay 10 cents a week—more than $5 a year—not for 
service but for what the transit company calls a manpower shortage. 

Mr. J. A. D. Broadwater, the president of Capital Transit, himself 
stated that the company needs 200 more operators so badly that he, 
and I quote, “can taste them.” 

But does this supposed manpower shortage actually exist? The 
AVC hold that it does not—that it is an artificial shortage. The 200 
operators which Mr. Broadwater so badly needs are available, but he 
refuses to hire them. Why? Because they are Negroes. 

The plain facts are that the Capital Transit Co. has consistently 
refused to employ qualified Negro workers as trolley and bus oper- 
ators. If this available pool of manpower were t: apped, then the com- 
pany’s claim that its operating costs are driven sky high by the neces- 
sity of paying overtime to its present undermanned working force, 
wouldn’t have a leg to stand on. The simple truth is that the Wash- 
ington transit rider is forced to subsidize out of his own pocket a 
polics y of discrimination against workmen who are qualified in every 
respect to give the consumer the service for which he pays. I do not 
appear be fore you merely to argue moral issues, but to lay before you 
obvious economic facts which can be of assistance to the committee in 
its discussions. 

According to the company’s own figures of last fall, it expected to 
pay almost $400,000 in overtime rates alone to the present operating 
force which, because of the artificial shortage, must work beyond its 
normal working hours. On the basis of straight-time average rates 
of $1.70 per hour this means that the company could use this $400,000 
to hire over 100 more operators, who could work at straight-time rates 
instead of overtime rates. 

On January 4, 1952, the Public Utilities Commission granted the 
company a rate increase of 10 cents on weekly passes from $2 to $2.10 
per pass. The Commission estimated that this increase would pro- 
vide the company an anticipated increase in gross revenue of $394,227 
for the period ending June 30, 1952. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a very significant fact here which I would 
like to stress to the committee. The additional amount which the 
people of Washington are now paying to the company is almost exactly 
equal to the amount that the company could have saved if it had not 
incurred these needless overtime expenses. 


20556—52———2 
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These overtime penalties—paid for out of the pockets of the unsus- 
pecting consumers—are completely unnecessary. A sizable reservoir 
of qualified Negro labor is available to eliminate the exorbitant over- 
time costs. That colored workers could be drawn into these jobs is 
shown by a simple comparison of weekly earnings. 

The median income of nonwhites in the Washington area, accord- 
ing to the 1950 census figures, was $40 per week. Even making allow- 
ances for increased wage levels since that time, the current minimum 

rate of $69 per week for Capital Transit operators is certainly suf- 
ticiently higher to attract a large number of qualified Negro applic ants. 

Obviously, then, there is no plausible defense for the company’s 
plea of a manpower shortage. 

Furthermore, in January 1951, the general manager of the company 
wrote that the company had— 
resumed full-scale recruiting and have been advertising throughout the major 
part of the United States for operators. 

We may assume that this cost—highly unnecessary in view of the man- 
power available right here in the ‘District and District area—has also 
been passed on to the commut ing public. 

There remains now the company’s secondary contention—that its 
present policy regarding discrimination in employment is necessitated 
by the attitude of the employees themselves. In public hearings and 
in audiences with private organizations the company has consistently 
maintained that its present operators would walk off the job rather 
than work with colored employees. 

The AVC believes this to be a serious distortion of the actual situa- 
tion. We hold that if the company took a firm and sincere position 
in adopting a nondiscriminatory employment policy, there would be 
no lasting or significant difficulties with its present employees. 

Experience in other cities indicates that, even where there was initial 
resentment, integration turned out smooth and successful. 

The Baltimore Transit system, a city with a similar situation to 
ours, faced with similar financial and manpower difficulties, recently 
sauteed the recommendation of the Baltimore Transit Commission 
and began training Negro drivers and conductors. It is difficult to 
imagine this innovation would have been attempted without confi- 
dence that the change would work harmoniously. 

Furthermore, Cleveland and Philadelphia have recently established 
integrated systems—Cleveland in 1942, Philadelphia in 1944. In both 
cases there was initial opposition to the change. It was agreed in 
many quarters that the riding public would resent Negroes. as con- 
ductors, and that the employees would object. In Philadelphia it 
appears that the employees did object. There was even a brief strike. 
But the salient facts are: In each case the company took a strong 
position. In each case the workers returned to their jobs. There were 
no further unpleasant incidents. Whites and nonwhites from that time 
forward worked harmoniously together, in union activities as well as 
on the job. For further detail I refer you to this statement of the 
Philadelphia Transportation Co., which is included as part of this 
testimony. 

There is every reason to expect the same results here in Washington. 
The company maintains that the 1943 wildcat strike, demonstrated 
that employees would resent _a change in employment policy. They 
allege that in 1943, when a Negro driver started to take his vehicle 
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out, all the drivers in one division walked off the job in protest. We 
believe—and this was testified to by distinguished experts at the time 
before the FEPC hearings—that the company did not sincerely do all 
that it could to prevent or to stop this action. We believe that if the 
company had not immediately capitulated on this issue, this wildcat 
strike would have been of very short duration and workers ae 
have returned to their jobs and adjusted to the new situation. 

No matter what their personal feelings, it is hard for us to believe 
that workers will willingly sacrifice time and job security in fighting 
an insupportable case. The union, Division No. 689 of the Amalga- 
mated Association of Street Electric Railway and Motor Coach Em- 
ployees of America, A. F. of L., indicated that it will not oppose a 
nondiscriminatory employment policy. Indeed, public sentiment 
would create very strong pressures on a union which, out of personal 
prejudice, disrupted a very important service in our Nation’s capital 
and surrounding area 

We maintain that the company has overestimated the amount of 
opposition that would result from this change in policy. When in- 
tegration is put into effect, the good sense and. judgment of the transit 
employees will prevail, and when integration is put into effect, it will 
mean the end of this 10-cent-a-week assessment, 10-cent-a-week burden 
that every regular user must pay, which the company could prevent if 
it used the manpower pool that Is available to it. 

That a public utility in our Nation’s capital should engage in dis- 
eriminatory practices and, in effect, tax its users to support such a 
policy, violates a fundamental tenet of American democracy. 

No job should be denied to a qualified applicant solely on the basis 
of his color or race. Now especially, when the United States is assum- 
ing the responsibilities of world leadership, every discrimination 
weakens our fight to preserve freedom and human dignity. This is 
the fight which our soldiers, many of them members of the American 
Veterans Committee, members of our association, white and colored, 
are now carrying on side by side in Korea. 

In the interests of more adequate and economical transit service, 
and greater democracy in our Nation’s capital, the American Veterans 
C ommittee favors an Investig: ition and urges you to condemn discrimi- 
nation in our public transit system. 

The Cuarrman. You wanted an appendix put in here? 

Mr. Winer. Yes, sir. 

The CHamman. Without objection it will be inserted in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

¥REATER WASHINGTON AREA COUNCIL, 
AMERICANS VETERANS COMMITTEE (AVC) 
Washington 9, D. C., May 21, 1952. 
Fact sheet on Capital Transit Co. 
Estimated overtime costs, June 1951-52 (PUC hearings) ...-..__-_- $399, 364 
Estimated increase in gross revenue from $0.10 pass increase (PUC 


RE RET ae Sy lac a eB ES Rg i ke . $394, 277 
Pay rate per hour for motormen and conductors (union contract )___— $1. 70 
Regular workweek (union contract) —_—~~ & _.hours_- 40 
Total male population in District of ¢ ‘olumbia. (195 0 census) ica cken “ATES Cee 
Nonwhite population in District of Columbia (1950 census) 152, 768 
Capital transit pay to motormen and conductors for regular 40-hour 

week (union contract) — dined lipo eS ee eer a S68 


Median income of nonwhites in 1 District of C ‘olumb ia | 19: 50 census ) £40 
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Mr. Witiner. I am submitting a statement on behalf of the Phila- 
delphia Transportation Co. 

I am also authorized to state that the statement I made is also made 
on behalf of the Washington, D. C., chapter of the National Associa- 
tion for the Advancement of Colored People. I would like to submit 
them for the record. 

The CHatrman. Without objection they will go in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE 
NEW YORK, N. Y. 


WASHINGTON Bureau, NAACP, 
Washington, D. C., May 16, 1952. 
Hon. Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Drar SENATOR JOHNSON: We wish to commend you for conducting hearings on 
the Capital Transit Co. Mr. Don Wilner of the American Veterans Committee 
is appearing before you to testify on behalf of his organization. In the interest 
of saving the committee's time, we have requested Mr. Wilner to submit to you 
this letter and the attached communications sent to the Honorable James T. 
Patterson, February 13, 1952. 

As you will see, the Capital Transit Co. appears to be completely indifferent 
to the possibility of providing better service for the public by changing its 
present restrictive hiring policies. 

We believe that the public should know that much of the fare increases that 
the company has demanded in recent years are based on its waste of funds in 
extravagant recruiting of persons outside the District of Columbia while ignor- 
ing a substantial manpower pool in Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE MITCHELL, 
Director, Washington Bureau. 


FERBUARY 13, 1952, 
Hon. JAMES T. PATTERSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN PATTERSON : This is in further reference to my letter of 
February 5, 1952, on the Capital Transit Co. On February 12, the following 
citizens met with Mr. J. A. D. Broadwater, president of the Capital Transit Co. : 
Mr. Charles Hill, chairman of the labor committee of our local NAACP branch in 
Washington; Mr. William Degler of the American Veterans Committee; Miss 
Jean Campbell, Washington chapter of the Americans for Democratic Action; 
Mrs. Ethel Roberson, vice president of the Federated Parent-Teachers Association 
in Washington; Mr. Woodrow Taylor, Syphax Civic Association ; and Mr. Robert 
Taylor, Federation of Civic Associations. 1 was also present. 

We urged the company to employ colored operators on platform jobs. As 
you may know, the Capital Transit Co. is unable to operate its services to the 
fullest capacity because it is unable to get a sufficient number of operators. Al- 
though colored people are approximately one-third of the population in metro- 
politan Washington, the company has consistently refused to employ them to 
operate busses or street cars solely because of race. 

Mr. Broadwater stated that the company needs 200 operators now. To quote 
him, they are needed so badly that he “can taste them.” 

He said that the financial burden of recruiting white operators in places out- 
side of Washington is very great. At present, the company is able to maintain 
service on some lines only because it must spend from six to seven thousand 
dollars a week in overtime wages paid to operators, according to Mr. Broad- 
water. 

The president of the company stated that the meeting with our group was a 
waste of time because he had made a confidential survey of the employees and 
he was convinced that, on the basis of this survey, the employees would oppose 
the hiring of colored people. 
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We doubt very much that Mr. Broadwater had actually made such a survey. 
We also doubt that if he did make it the conclusions reached were valid. He 
stated that, in his opinion, the only way the Capital Transit Co. could hire 
colored operators would be for the Government to take over the company. Mr. 
Broadwater admitted that the company has complete freedom to hire whom it 
chooses but he insisted that the union was the place to go to get agreement that 
colored operators could be hired. 

The attitude of Mr. Broadwater is typical of our relations with the Capital 
Transit Co. on this question. We urge that any congressional inquiry on the com- 
pany’s operating policies take into consideration the amount of money it spends 
for unnecessary overtime payment and unnecessary recruitment outside of Wash- 
ington. Needless to say, it appears that these unnecessary costs are passed 
on to the public in the form of increased fares. 

I am signing this communication on behalf of the NACCP and other individuals 


who were present at the meeting. 
i Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE MITCHELL, 


Director, Washington Bureau, National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored People. 


PHILADELPHIA TRANSPORTATION Co., 
PHILADELPHIA 2, PA., May 15, 1952. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

We at the Philadelphia Transportation Co. regard the management of the 
Capital Transit Co. as extremely competent, and do not presume to substitute our 
judgment for theirs in any matter concerning the Washington scene. 

Our company has employed Negroes as trainmen and bus operators since 1944. 
The initial reaction to this step, unfortunately, was not good and a strike ensued 
in August of that year. Since that time, however, there has been not the 
slightest difficulty and Negro trainmen and bus operators are completely accepted 
here in Philadelphia as a matter of course. 

While no separate records are kept for Negro employees, it is our impression 
that these men compare favorably with other employees so far as their work and 
general behavior are concerned, Negro and white applicants for employment 
go through the same screening process, take the same aptitude tests and, if 
successful, receive the same training in the same classes. There is therefore no 
reason to suppose that the performance records of the two groups would differ 
appreciably. 

Sincerely, 
Davip N. PHILLIPS. 

The CHatrMan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Witiner. That completes my prepared testimony. I am pre- 
pared to answer any questions on this problem or anything else that 
I may be of assistance in. 

ry ‘ ry . a . 

The CHatrman. There seems to be no questions. You made your- 
self very clear. 

Thank you for your testimony. 

Mr. Wittxer. Thank you very much for the opportunity to pre- 
sent it. 

The Cuatrman. Mr, O. B. Allen, chairman, Washington Metropo- 
litan Area Transportation Committee. 


STATEMENT OF 0. B. ALLEN, REPRESENTING THE ARLINGTON 
COUNTY BOARD AND THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. ALiten. Gentlemen, my name is O. B. Allen. My address is 
4915 Thirty-sixth Street, North Arlington, Va. I am appearing on 
behalf of the Arlington County Board and the Washington Metropo- 
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litan Area Transportation Committee in support of Senate Joint 
Resolution 135 and Senate bill 1868. I am chairman of the Arling- 
ton County Public Utilities Commission, a body appointed by the 
county board to advise the board on utility problems and to represent 
the interests of Arlington County citizens in utility matters. I also 
serve as chairman of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transpor- 
tation Committee. This committee is comprised of representatives 
of the local governing bodies of the District of Columbia, Montgom- 
ery County and Prmce Georges County in Maryland, Arlington 
County and Fairfax County and the city of Falls Church in Vir- 
ginla; representatives of civic federations of the District of Colum- 
bia and each of the four counties and a representative of the Inter- 
federation Council. The committee was formed for the purpose of 
meeting with effective action the critical problems of mass transpor- 
tation in the Washington metropolitan area. 

Our committee has worked collectively in developing testimony to 
be presented at this hearing, in an effort to present the problems as 
clearly and in as short a time as possible. Mr. Glassman, secretary 
to our committee, will present testimony which represents the views 
of the entire group. Individual members of the committee repre- 
senting the various jurisdictions and federations will then supple- 
ment that testimony as may be necessary. 

As will be developed in testimony by other members of our com- 
mittee, we bring the problem of public transportation to the Congress 
only after repeated attempts to find a solution through normal chan- 
nels have failed. We believe it to be both realistic and proper that 
the problem be brought to the Congress since the efficient functioning 
of the Federal Government is involved as much as the welfare of in- 
dividuals living and working in the area. Individually, the local 
governmental jurisdictions can’t get anywhere, but we sincerely be- 
lieve that the bottleneck must be broken and the problem solved; and 
that conditions will not allow a delay of more years before the solution, 

An agreement among the States of Maryland and Virginia and the 
District of Columbia unifying regulation of passenger carriers in the 
Washington metropolitan area, as permitted by Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 135, could correct some of the major problems of area transporta- 
tion upon completion of the agreement and creation of a unified 
agency. However, as a later witness will describe in some detail, 
it would take at least 2 or 3 years, and probably longer, before the 
unified agency could be created and take effective action. If nothing 
is being done during the intervening years, the actual effect of Senate 
Joint Resolution 135 may be to shelve indefinitely any corrective 
action, which should and can be taken now. 

As other committee testimony will demonstrate, the study and 
remedial steps the Interstate Commerce Commission is directed to 
take by Senate bill 1868 would serve not only to assure that the com- 
pact envisaged by Senate Joint Resolution 135 is concluded, but would 
prevent further deterioration of service in the area pending the as- 
sumption of control by the unified agency. We therefore would like 
io stress that both Senate Joint Resolution 135 and Senate bill 1868 
should be reported favorably and passed. 

If Senate Joint Resolution 135 and Senate bill 1868 are passed by 
the Congress, and their purposes effectively and aggressively carried 
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out, we believe that great strides will have been made toward solving 
the problem of efficient and economical movement of people in the 
metropolitan area. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. 

The nat We thank you, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Gerald J. Glassman, Arlington County Board, and secretary 
of the area rod 


STATEMENT OF GERALD J. GLASSMAN, REPRESENTING THE 
ARLINGTON COUNTY BOARD AND THE WASHINGTON METRO- 
POLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. GiassMAN. Gentlemen, my name is Gerald J. Glassman. Iam 
appearing on behalf of the Arlington County Board and the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Area Transportation Committee in support of 
Senate Joint Resolution 135 and Senate bill 1868. I live at 10311 
Parkwood Drive, Kensington, Md., and am employed by the Arlington 
County Board as executive assistant to the county’s public utilities 
commission. IT also serve as secretary to the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transportation Committee. 

The bills presently before your committee for consideration, S. 1868 
and Senate Joint Resolution 135, are directed at a problem of primary 
importance: adequate public transportation in the Washington met- 
ropolitan area. Efficient mass transportation at re: asonable cost is 
important not only to the individual who uses mass transit facilities, 
but to every individual in the area, either as a taxpayer, a business- 
man, or a legislator responsible for efficient operation of the Fed- 
eral Government. The direct cost of slow, inefficient service to the 
individual rider is obvious; more hours per day are wasted in travel- 
ing to and from work or shopping areas or social engagements. As 
passengers, discouraged by the loss of time entailed in using mass 
transit facilities, find other means of transport, the carrier raises fares 
and the direct cost of transportation cuts into the individual budget. 
Those who stop using public transit, however, do not avoid high cost 
by switching to the only alternative, travel by private automobile. 
The private automobile user except in partic uular instances pays far 
more in using an automobile than he ever spent for transportation 
by public transit. He and others that join him add to traffic congestion 
and directly aggravate the man-hour waste by further slowing the 
flow of mass transit vehicles as well as private automobiles. 

In addition to the direct effect on individuals of inefficient mass 
transportation at too high a fare, there are serious general effects on 
the community itself. As more people use private instead of public 
transit facilities, transit revenues decline and a cycle of effects is 
launched. ‘Transit increases fares, more people use automobiles and 
the movement of transit vehicles is slowed. This increases costs of 
operation. Transit cuts service to cut costs and more riders leave. 
What would seem to be an endless cycle of fare increase, passenger 
loss, service cut, passenger loss is in motion. Each loss of a busload 
of passengers to transportation by private automobile results in a re- 
quirement for about 10 to 15 times the street space previously re- 
quired. As more and more automobiles glut the highways and bridges, 
huge expenditures for widening of highways, construction of new 
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highways, or construction of bridges are required. The difficulty of 
access to congested areas causes the level of trade to decline, and 
realty values to drop. Personnel problems arise. Tardiness in- 
creases, the rush hour struggle lowers morale of workers, and the re- 
cruiting of personnel in more congested areas becomes difficult. In 
the event of a national emergency, and gasoline rationing, the 
shrunken coverage and frequency of public transit service is iade- 
quate to meet community needs, and in the case of our own community 
it would directly retard the efficient operation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Che Washington metropolitan area is showing the effeets of the 
transit cycle whic h began shortly after the last war. The traffic con- 
gestion in the central area of the District of Columbia, on the main 
arterial roads to and from the central area, and over the bridges span- 
ning the Potomac River is evident to anyone who uses these facilities. 
The District of Columbia recently announced a highway construction 
program costing some $100 milhon which is designed to meet only 
immediate proble ms of congestion. Additional “expenditures will 
have to be made in the future. The bridges across the Potomac River 
are now carrying a close-to-capacity load during rush hours and the 
construction of additional br idges is a certainty if present trends con- 
tinue. There is increasing pressure for the provision through public 
funds of additional parking facilities in the downtown area. The 
executive agencies of the Federal Government have stated that a lack 
of adequate public transit is making it difficult for the Government 
to retain and recruit personnel. 

For the record, I have a copy of the letter that I referred to in that 
testimony and I would like to read a portion of it into the record, if 
I may. 

The Cuarmman. Yes, and the whole letter may be inserted in the 
record, if you want it inserted. 

Mr. GuassMan. It is a very short letter and perhaps I might read 
the whole thing. It reads: 

May 15, 1951. 
Re transportation facilities, services, and rates in the Washington, D. C., metro- 
politan area. 
Mr. W. P. BARTEL, 

Secretary, Interstate Commerce Commission Department of Commerce. 

Dear Str: The Department of the Air Force is delegated authority on behalf 
of the executive agencies of the United States Government to support the petition 
filed by the Country Board of Arlington County, et al., with the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission on May 1, 1951, for investigation of transportation facilities, 
services, and rates in the Washington, D. C., metropolitan area. 

A large number of personnel employed by the Department of Defense and other 
executive agencies of the United States Government, residing in the Washington, 
I>. C., metropolitan area, are required to travel our transportation lines of two 
or more companies in order to reach their places of employment in the District 
of Columbia or counties of Virginia and Maryland adjacent thereto. 

The present lack of adequate transfer arrangements and proper scheduling 
as between transportation companies, the failure to establish through routes, and, 
except for the relief afforded through the joint fare ordered by the Commission 
in Passenger Fares Between the District of Columbia and Nearby Virginia (256 
I. C. C. 769, et al.,) the separate fares charged by the companies involved result 
in unreasonable transportation costs and in unnecessary delay in travel bu such 
employees, making it difficult for the Government to retain and recruit per- 
sonnel, 











WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT PROBLEM 13 


The Department of the Air Force, therefore, on behalf of the executive agencies 
of the United States Government, joins with the petitioners in their request for 
relief as outlined in the petition of the County Board of Arlington County. 

Sincerely yours, 
REGINALD C, HARMON, 
Major General, United States Air Force, 
The Judge Advocate General, United States Air Force. 

While the direct cost to the individual and to the community of 
transportation is increasing by leaps and bounds, the social costs are 
increasing at an even faster rate in terms of man-hour waste and 
lowered employee efficiency. 

The history of the transit industry in the metropolitan area since 
the end of the last war shows emphatically that the industry is fail- 
ing to meet public requirements with the result that thousands have 

resorted to the use of private automobiles. Since 1947 the number of 

revenue passengers carried by the four major carriers in the metro- 
politan area has decreased by 32 percent while by early 1950 the total 
population in the area had increased by 6 percent. While the popu- 
lation in the area was increasing and over-all activity was increasing 
due principally to greater activity by the Federal Government, ve- 
hicle-miles of services provided by the four major carriers decreased 
by 19 percent and fares increased by from 50 percent to 100 percent. 
There are no indications that the cycle of passenger loss, fare increase, 
service reduction, passenger loss is to be interrupted in the near future. 
Passengers decreased 5 percent from 1950 to 1951, service was entirely 
abandoned to certain areas in Maryland, total miles of service were 
reduced by 3 percent among the four major carriers, and by 5 percent 
by the Capital Transit Co. Fares have been increased and requests 
for additional increases are pending or are anticipated. A way must be 
found to stop these trends, for the alternative is a heavy financial and 
social burden on the community. 

To avoid a continuation of the transit cycle and further degenera- 
tion of transportation in the area will require immediate, concerted 
action by the transit industry, regulatory agencies, and the commu- 
nities comprising the metropolitan area. ‘The transit industry can 
no longer rely on its monopoly status, offer poor service at any fare 
and be assured of patronage through lack of alternatives, but must 
meet the alternative of travel by automobile through the provision of 
fast reliable service at low cost. Regulatory agencies must no longer 
passively rule on the acceptance or rejection of industry service and 
fare proposals, but must actively regulate, plan, and promote public 
transit. In their turn, the communities must assure that the industry 
provides the most efficient service at the lowest reasonable fares and 
then promote the use of that service rather than encouraging the use 
of alternatives which are less efficient and more costly. A community 
that tolerates inadequate or inefficient public transit actually subsi- 
dizes and encourages its continuation by the public financing of addi- 
tional roads and bridges and parking areas which in effect encourage 
turther diversion of passengers away from mass transit. 

The transit industry must provide reasonably rapid transporta- 
tion at reasonable fares if it is to exist in the face of the alternative 
of travel by private automobile, but public transit in the metropolitan 
area is not doing so. A readily apparent failure of the industry is 
a failure to make operations conform to the character of the Wash- 
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ington metropolitan area and the implications of its characteristics as 
to “traffic demands and traffic potentials. For many years, particu- 
larly since the end of the last war, those portions of ‘the metropolitan 
area outside the District of Columbia have been growing at a much 
faster rate than the District itself. From 1947 to 1950, the District 
decreased in population by 7 percent while the remainder of the area 
increased in population by 29 percent—45 percent of the total popula- 
tion in the area lived outside the District of Columbia in 1950 as com- 
pared with only 37 percent in 1947. It is expected that this explosive 
spreading of the metropolitan area will continue since the District of 
Columbia is approaching a saturation point economically and from 
the standpoint of population. Decentralization, as planned pro- 
gram by the Government or fostered by a continuation of existin 

pressures, could accelerate these trends. As the National Capita 

Park and Planning Commission has pointed out in its metropolitan 
area plan, the areas surrounding the District could not live without 
the jobs of central Washington and so too, the District could not long 
survive without the areas in Maryland and Virginia that are now 
essential parts of the metropolitan region. 

A 1947 job survey showed 84 percent of all employment in the metro- 
politan area to be within the District of Columbia. This highlights the 
need for eflicient transportation between the District and other por- 
tions of the area. To quote from the National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission report: 
where there are common economic and social interests, and where the urban 
development of a metropolitan area is continuous and not sharply divided at 
political boundary lines, it is important that basic planning should be carried 
out for the whole area and not for each section by itself. 

This statement applies with even greater force to the planning and 
the operation of transportation facilities. 

The closely knit, single metropolitan area of W ee is pres- 
ently served by a transit industry consisting of some 14 “distinet and 
separate operating companies. Operations even of the four major 

carriers are separate and uncoordinated. Routes of the carriers 
operating from outside the District into the heart of the area, from all 
indications, grew haphazardly without adequate planning. Routes 
were allocated in most instances many years ago. Even then, rather 
than being based on any knowledge or inquiry as to traffic demands 
and pote ntials, they would seem to have been based on compromises 
of conflicting inte rests of the transit companies and attempts to avoid 
competition between -_ among the carriers. 

The routes of the carriers carrying passengers into and out of 
the District of C seneie universally terminate in a small area in the 
heart of downtown District of Columbia. While some off-street ter- 
minal space is provided by the smaller carriers, the majority of the 
buses have on-street terminal spaces,-creating a consider able conges- 
tion problem during peak transit hours. A detailed analysis and de- 
scription of the existing routes, the connecting points along these 
routes with other carriers and the lack of connecting routes is beyond 
the resources of the group presenting this problem to your committee. 
\ny precise evaluation would require a consideration of origins and 
lestinetions of the matoritv of the persons entering into the downtown 
area, spreading through the area, and leaving the area. A profes- 
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sional study based as a starting point on the recent Washington met- 
ropolitan area origin-destination, survey and supplementing that 
with additional studies would be required. However, it is evident that 
routes from one part of the area to another have not been based on 
existing demand and demand potential. Obvious shortcomings can 
be pointed out. No Virginia line service, for éxample, extends east- 
ward of Tenth Street in the downtown area. Yet east of this line are 
department stores, the House and Senate Office Buildings, the Cap- 
tol, the new General Accounting Office, the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, the Judiciary Buildings, OPS, GSA, and Social Security Build- 
ings, Acacia Life Insurance Building, and Union Station, which is 
the only major railroad passenger station in the metropolitan area. 
W. M.& A. or the Washington, Marlboro, and Annapolis line service, 
from Maryland areas southeast of the District, does not extend west- 
ward of Eleventh Street in the downtown area. Yet west of Eleventh 
Street are department stores, the Munitions Building, Navy, State, 
and Treasury Departments, and many other major business and Gov- 
ernment buildings. 

So far as can be determined, there has been little or no effort to 
coordinate connections among the carriers. Certainly no regulatory 
authority has sought to assure that these connecting schedules are pro- 
per or adequate. A top executive of one of the major carriers recently 
commented that that carrier had enough trouble making its own 
schedules connect without taking on the added burden of assuring that 
schedules between the carriers make proper connections. The District 
boundaries are, in effect, not only boundaries of a political jurisdiction 
but barricades to the proper flow of passenger traflic. Where the op- 
eration of the service does not in fact stop at the District line and 
require transfer to other facilities, further carriage within the Dis- 
trict is restricted to the most expeditious routes to the center of the 
area with, as I mentioned before, no attention paid to the requirements 
of origin-destination demands. 

The Washington area has no rapid transit facilities. Other large 
metropolitan areas, Boston, Chicago, Cleveland, and Toronto are 
developing high-speed rapid transit. Active studies of rapid transit 
are under way at Los Angeles, San Francisco, St. Louis and Detroit. 
I have frequently heard assertions that traffic densities would not 
warrant the large expenditures required for subway rapid transit. I 
do not believe there has been sufficient study, particularly since the 
recent rapid expansion of the Washington area, of the question as to 
whether rail surface rapid transit, monorail rapid transit, or other 
forms of providing through express trnsportation to distant points 
would be warranted or whether capital could be found for its develop- 
ment. 

A thorough study of the transportation in the Washington metro- 
politan area could point out the answer to this and other problems. 
In any case the District to suburban transit should be unified to bring 
transportation as close as possible to the standard of a rapid through 
Service, 

The fare structures of each of the carriers and the fares among the 
carriers, like the service, are inherited collections of individual route 
fares which have piled up through the years. Within the District, 
there is the so-called flat fare structure, where any trip from two 
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blocks up to 14 miles costs the same. Outside the District of Colum- 
bia most of the intrastate fares are based on a zone principle, which 
ranges, for example, from 7 cents for a maximum zone length of 
114 “miles to 15 cents for a maximum zone length of 10 miles. The 
fare zones, even within areas served by a particular company, have 
little or no relation to distance traveled, economic areas, or traftic 
demands. Many of them were inherited on the merger of lines or the 
taking over of routes from other companies and have persisted, with- 
out change except for a general progression in the level of fare, for 
many, many years in spite of the changing traffic patterns in the area. 
In the meantime, other cities are exper rimenting successfully with off- 
peak promotional fares, shippers’ fares, premium express fares, and 
co on, With encouraging results. 

On through interstate movements from outside the District to the 
District or from Virginia through the District to Maryland and dis- 
parities in fares are “particul: arly obvious. Each separate company 
charges a distinct, separate fare and none of the carriers provides for 
joint rates for travel over the lines of two or more of the companies 
except for two limited arrangements. ‘The two major carriers serv- 
ing the Virginia area recently provided for an intrastate joint fare 
arrangement. The Interstate Commerce Commission, over the con- 
siderable opposition of the carriers and the District of Columbia Pub- 
lic Utilities Commission, established a joint fare between the District 
of Columbia and certain Government installations in Virginia. ‘This 
lack of provision for joint rates is an obvious deterrent in the use of 
transit for interstate travel where travel over lines of two or more 
companies is involved. For example, while a 6-mile trip from a resi- 
dential area in the District to the United States Capitol would cost 
15 cents on a cash-fare basis, a 6-mile trip from a Virginia residential 
area to the Capitol would cost 35 cents on a cash-fare basis; 20 cents 
over the Virginia line plus 15 cents over the lines of the Capital Transit 
Co. Ona per mile basis this would cost 214 cents a mile versus 5 8/10 
cents a mile. 

To provide another comparison; by virtue of the Pentagon joint 
fare previously referred to, it is possible to travel 8 miles in the 
District and 4 miles to a Government installation in Virginia: a total 
of 12 miles for 23 cents or less than 2 cents a mile. A Virginia 
resident, however, might only travel 3 miles to a Washington terminal, 
then 1 mile to a Government installation, such as the Capitol, and 
have . pay 35 cents ¢ ash or the minimum token fare of 30 cents, 
that is a minimum token fare of 74% cents a mile. This 71% cents a 
mile exceeds the direct cost of travel by private automobile and may 
explain at least in this instance why transit loses passengers. Like 
the service, the price for service should be designed to stimulate the 
use of transportation facilities and may well require radical shifts in 
level and structure to meet changed conditions. 

The provision of through routes and extension of lines with its 
elimination of transfer time, and where transfers are unavoidable, the 
assurance of proper scheduling to cut the time loss will aid consider- 
ably in providing more rapid public transportation if these are well 
designed on the basis of adequate, proper study. However, routing 
and scheduling alone are not the only elements of operation which 
must be studied and changed to assure efficient public transit service. 
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The National Capital Park and Planning Commission found that dur- 
ing the rush hour in the downtown area of the District, the average 
speed of streetcar service in certain locations ranged from less than 
3 miles an hour to 5 miles an hour over substantial distances. 

Any study of transportation facilities in the area should seriously 
consider the probable obsolescence of streetcar service, particularly in 
the downtown congested area. Streetcars may have had their advan- 
tages when rails h: ad to be provided to avoid rough roadways, or may 
even still have advantages where there are no possibilities ‘of mutual 
interference between streetcars and automobile traffic, but their in- 
flexibility of operation under congested traffic conditions and the 
fact that they are the most expensive form of public transit, costing 
roughly twice as much as bus transportation per mile of oper ration, 
indicate that their removal from the downtown area might well be 
accelerated. 

The ineffectiveness of existing regulation of public transit has en- 
couraged the perpetuation of the conditions just described. There are 
four sep: en regulatory bodies more or less regulating public transit 
in the area, each of these bodies ac ting independently, “and sometimes 
at odds with each other. The District of Columbia Public Utilities 
Commission regulates the service and rates of the Capital Transit Co. 
for its service within the District, and allocates routes within the 
District of Columbia to outside District carriers, restricting service on 
these routes to avoid competition within the District. The Maryland 
Public Service Commission and the Virginia State Corporation Com- 
mission regulates service and rates intrastate within their respective 
States. Each of these State Commissions is geographically widely 
removed from the metropolitan Washington area ard in effect onty 
acts to approve or disapprove rate and service proposals by the 
carriers. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission regulates interstate service 
and rates of a particular company, but not the interstate service and 
rates where movement over the lines of more than one company is in- 
volved, except for the one instance of the imposition of the Pentagon 
joint fare arrangement. Here again, the Commission never takes the 
initiative in rate or service matters but only acts to approve or to dis- 
approve company proposals, and in fact never acts on service matters 
beyond approval or disapproval of proposed routes. In_ effect, 
through interstate service and fares are entirely unregulated. Transit 
trips between Maryland and the District are served by a combination 
of the intrastate services and priced at the sum of the intrastate fares. 
Interstate transit movements between Virginia and the District are 
served by a combination of the intrastate Virginia service, the inter- 
state service up to the Virginia company terminals or whatever con- 
necting points exist over the Vi irginia company routes, and the intra- 
District service. They are priced at the sum of Virginia interstate 
fares set by the Interstate Commerce Commission and the intra-Dis- 
trict fares set by the District Commission. The fact that interstate 
fares are a combination of the interstate and intrastate fares set by 
the four agencies is particularly significant since the return standards 
on which the fare level is based vary among the regulatory bodies. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission sets return requirements which 
determine the level of fares by the so-called “operating ratio” the 
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amount estimated to be expended for operating expenses, taxes, and 
depreciation, disregarding entirely the investment in operating 
property. 

The Maryland and District Commissions use a rate of return on 
rate base, that is a percentage of return on the amount invested in 
transportation facilities. The basis of return requirements used by 
the Virginia Commission is rather obscure, since normally that Com- 
mission “only issues an order and does not issue an opinion stating 
the basis for its conclusions. So far as interstate area transit is con- 
cerned, then there is only the illusion of regulation. 

The distreit of Columbia and the surrounding areas in Maryland 
and Virginia comprise a single metropolitan community and should 
be afforded a transportation service designed to serve the whole com- 
munity, not designed to serve exclusively each political jurisdiction 
and allowing the ‘traffic flow between these j jurisdictions to be retarded 
by artificial barriers erected by the accident of ownership and po- 
litical separation. The designing of a coordinated transit system 
throughout the area can to some extent be accomplished in spite of 
the existing separate ownership of facilities through regulation by : 
unified regulatory agency, representative of each of the political juris- 
dictions within the area, but regulating service and fares on the basis 
of recognition of the area as a single entity. This single regulatory 
agency, as proposed by 8. J. Resolution 135, is not a panacea to meet 
all transit problems, but is a means at least of assuring that regulation 
is more of an aid in seeing that public transit serves its public func- 
tions than the barrier it has heretofore become. Such a unified regu- 
latory agency, having responsibility for public transit regulation 
throughout the metropolitan area, could coordinate planning with 
other ‘public bodies in the area responsible for highway and bridge 
construction, traflic control, and the provision of parking facilities so 
that an over-all transportation plan could be developed in the area. 

There are certain immediate and apparent economies and ad- 
vantages to unified regulation. Transit companies and thus the fare- 
payers would be spared the expense of two or three entirely separate 
fare hearings in adjusting fare levels. The taxpayers would be 
spared the expense of legal proceedings resulting from jurisdictional 
disputes among the regulatory agencies. A single agency regulating 
fares of all the carriers and all the fares of each carrier could 
set up a well-balanced fare system. The agency, in allocating routes 
and in prescribing operations over those routes could reduce non- 
revenue mileage to a minimum. In adjusting routes or extending 
routes carriers could make single applications to a single agency rather 
than having to get the permission of two or three separate agencies, 
as 1S presently frequently the case. When abandonments of certain 
routes or service to certain areas are proposed, the single agency could 
consider the proposed abandonments in the light of the contribution of 
those routes as feeder routes to the over-all system return, rather than 
being constrained to consider them only in the light of service within a 
single political jurisdiction. Having under consideration the entire 
area system, the single agency w ould rec ognize that each portion of 
the entire tr ansportation “complex in the area is dependent on every 
other portion, and that while shrinking service to exclude the least 
profitable operation results in immediate economies to a particular 
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carrier; without the more lightly traveled feeder lines the congested 
trunk lines quickly become lower revenue producers. Unified regula- 
tion could thus affect partially the economies of unified operation and 
work toward the goal of unified operation in actuality. 

Senate Joint Resolution 135, while offering a considerable step 
forward when its aims are finally realized, is in its present form only 
permissive to the jurisdictions concerned to formalize an arrangement 
for unified regulation which could have been made administratively 
at any time in the past. Each of the four regulatory agencies has 
powers to meet cooperatively, to make studies and hold hearings 
jointly, and to take action either jointly or individually on the basis 
of the joint decisions. That they have not done so, in spite of many 

requests, indicates either that they are deliberately avoiding their 
responsibilities, or that they are not convinced of the necessity for 
joint action. Senate Joint Resolution 135, by itself, could correct 
neither of these indicated reasons. Even assuming that the passage 
of this resolution would be accepted by the jur isdictions as a recogni- 
tion by the Congress of a need for unified regulation, the requirement 
that any compact be approved by the State legislatures and by the 
Congress would assure that no effective action could be taken for at 
least two, and probably four or more years. The Virginia Legisla- 
ture will not meet to consider general legislation until 1954, and if no 
action is taken at that session, any action would have to await the 1956 
session. It should be made certain that by the 1954 session of the as- 
sembly is convinced of the need for a compact and is not inclined 
merely to inquire into the situation with a view to even later action. 
Resolution 135, by itself, is not sufficient to assure that the jurisdic- 
tions responsible for regulation of transit in the area will take effective 
action. 

Senate bill 1868 provides, in part, for an investigation and study by 
the Interstate Commerce Commission of the adequacy and conven- 
ience of passenger carrier facilities and services and reasonableness 
of fares in the metropolitan area. Upon passage of the bill, this study 
portion could make more certain that action is taken by the State 
legislatures at the earliest opportunity. A competent study would 
chart, in detail, the existing inefficiencies and inadequacies of the 
service and the existing lack of balanced fares, and show how unified 
regulation could correct these. Without such a study, the communi- 
ties in the area would have to assume the burden of proving the need 
for unified regulation to the legislatures, a burden which the com- 
munities have neither the technical skill nor the organization to 
assume. Without such a study, the Virginia Legislature, for in- 
stance, might consider it necessary at its next assembky in 1954 to 
set up a study commission to report back in 1956 on the feasibility 
of unified regulation. Legislation was introduced at the recent session 
of the legislature by a delegate from northern Virginia providing 
for the setting up of such a commission and the legislation was re- 
jected. This would certainly indicate that the legislature is not, and 
would not be ready to act, or be convinced of the nec ‘essity for action 
without a ‘tahun: 4 study and a report by an agency with the prestige 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission would give a detailed basis 
for action by the State legislatures and the Congress. 
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A directive by Congress to the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
make a study and a report to the Congress, if accompanied by ade- 
quate funds to finance the study, would ‘also serve to encour age action 
by the four existing agencies on a joint, cooperative basis. Though 
each of the agencies has refused previously to take the initiative in 
this matter, were the Interstate Commerce Commission provided 
with the nucleus of funds for the study and directed to invite the 
cooperation of the other agencies concerned, in my opinion it is 
unlikely that they would refuse to join in a study and report. To 
indicate that this is more of an expectancy than a hope, I would like 
to quote from letters received from the various regulatory jurisdic- 
tions. A letter from H. Lester Hooker, commissioner of the State 
Corporation Commission of Virginia, October 5, 1951, to the Federa- 
tion of Fairfax County Citizens Associations stated as follows: 

Your letter of September 24, addressed to Governor Battle, in regard to an 
investigation into the reasonableness and adequacy of transportation service in 
Washington metropolitan area, has been forwarded to this commission. As we 
understand this matter, there is legislation now pending before Congress. If 
Congress passes this proposed legislation requesting such a study and investiga- 
tion, we shall be glad to cooperate with such requests. 

In a letter to the Arlington Public Utilities Commission, in response 
toa request by the Arlington Commission that the District of Columbia 
Public Utilities Commission take the initiative in requestiong coopera- 
tive hearings with other regulatory bodies, that Commission’s Execu- 
tive Secretary wrote that in view of the requests pending before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and in view of the legislation in- 
troduced in Congress through H. R. 4604 and its companion bill S. 1868, 
the District Commission did not deem it appropriate to adopt the sug- 
vestion at that time. The District Commission further stated that ‘it 
concurred in the views expressed by the Board of Commissioners of 
the District in reply to a similar suggestion. Those views, expressed 
by the Board of Commissioners in a letter to the Arlington Public 
Utilities Commission, stated the Board’s belief that : 

If such investigation should be undertaken jointly with local commissions, 
such investigation should be initiated by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
which has exclusive jurisdiction over interstate transportation facilities. 

The Maryland Public Service Commission in a letter to the County 
Council of Montgomery County, stated that the commission has the 
authority to partic ipate in joint investigations and hearings and that 
the Public Service Commission of Maryland— 
stands ready at all times to see that rates and fares on Maryland intrastate 
travel are kept as low as possible and transportation service adequate and 
dependable. 

It would seem a warranted conclusion that the passage of S. 1868 
providing for a study and alloting adequate funds for such a study 
could be expected to provide the catalyst which would lead to joint 
action by the four regulatory agencies. 

A study and report by the “Interstate Commerce Commission on 
services and fares of the carriers and the inadequacies of such service 
and fares would serve to guide the various jurisdictions as to the com- 
position and powers of any unified regulatory agency which might 
be set up under the compact or agreement prov ided for in Senate Joint 
Resolution 135. By setting out in detail the problems which exist, it 
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would be a valuable guide to how the agency could best operate, and 
powers it would need and the standards which it might set 

Even assuming the unified regulatory body were to be created under 
a compact without such a preliminary investigation, before the agency 
could take effective action it would have to make a detailed study of 
the existing transportation systems. Were this study to be made now 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, the agency could immedi- 
ately take effective action based on the findings ‘of that study. This 
would result in a considerable saving in time. 

The Interstate Commerce Commisison in a letter to the chairman 
of your committee on July 27, 1951, stated that in its opinion the 
importance of this matter to the citizens of the Washington area would 
justify its study and indicated that the Commission would be willing 
to make such a study were adequate funds made available. In an order 
dated November 19, 1951, in response to a formal petition to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commisison to make an investigation and study on 
its own initiative, the Commission denied the petition without preju- 
dice and gave as its reason for refusing to conduct an investigation 
with reference to the adequacy and convenience of the fac ‘ilities and 
services, that the sums of money required for such a study could not 
be supplied from the appropriations presently available to the Com- 
mission. These statements would indicate that only a lack of funds, 
which could be provided through the Congress, stands in the way of 
effective action. 

Senate bill 1868 also provides, in addition to the directive to make 
a study and investigation, that the Interstate Commerce Comimission— 
issue such orders or take such other action pending the making of such investi- 
gation and study and upon the completion thereof, as it may determine to be in 
the public interest, in the interest of national defense, and in furtherance of the 
national transportation policy as set forth in the Interstate Commerce Act. 

Under existing legislation the Interstate Commerce Commission 
does have adequ: ile powers to ti ake action to assure adequate service 
and proper fares on all through interstate movements in the metro- 
politan area. As stated in its letter to your committee of July 27, 1951, 
at page 5, the Commission is empowered to subject to full regulation 
all for-hire interstate motor transportation within the Washington 
commercial zone if it finds such action necessary to carry out the 
national transportation policy. The application of this power to the 
problem is demonstrated by the action taken by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in setting up a joint fare between the Virginia 
companies and the Capital Transit Co. for through interstate move- 
ments between the entire District of Columbia and the site of the 
Pentagon and other important Government installations in Virginia. 
A further application of its present powers may be found in the deci- 
sion of the Commission in the matter of the Omaha and Council Bluffs 
Railway & Bridge Co. Common Carrier Application decided October 

, 1950. The cities of Omaha and Council Bluffs bear a striking re- 
semblance to the District of Columbia and Arlington County, re- 
spectively. Omaha is the employment, business, and entertainment 
center while Council Bluffs is primarily residential. They are sepa- 

rated by a river and are served by interstate surface carriers. In its 
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decision, the Interstate Commerce Commission found that the two 
cities— 

comprised a single metropolitan community and should be afforded a transporta- 
tion service that will enable the public to travel from any section of the area to 
any other section at a single fare. 

Certificates authorizing operations by the transit companies in- 
volved were granted by ‘the Commission subject to and embodying 
the condition that the carriers establish and maintain through routes 
and reasonable joint fares between all points on the lines of the 

carriers in the cities of Council Bluffs and Omaha, respectively. 
Section 216 of part 2 of the Interstate Commerce Act would empower 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to establish similar through 
routes and joint rates for all interstate movements in the W ashington 
metropolitan area. 

Were the Interstate Commerce Commission to take action under 
section 205 of the Interstate Commerce Act and set up a joint board 
as provided therein, which included representatives of each of the 
local regulatory agencies, the joint board could take action not only 
with reference to interstate movements but through its cooperative 
action for all interstate and intrastate services and fares in the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area. A recent example of how the local regula- 
tory agencies might use this procedure, even on an informal basis, 
is to be found in the recent proceedings concerning the rates of the 
Potomac Electric & Power Co. before the District of Columbia Public 
Utilities Commission. Representatives of the Maryland and Virginia 
commissions attended the hearings, and received copies of.all tran- 
script and exhibits in the proc eedings. All evidence presented in 
the case dealt with the Pepco system as a whole, including its facilities, 
services, and revenues in the District of Columbia, and also its exten- 
sive service area in the States of Maryland and Virginia. The Dis- 
trict Commission determined earning requirements for the entire 
system, including Virginia and Maryland, and prescribed rate sched- 
ules for the entire system. 

The Maryland and Virginia commissions, upon completion of 
the case and the publishing of the District Commission’s order and 
rate schedules, held very limited proceedings which in effect approved 
the findings of the District Commission and authorized the rate 
schedules to go into effect. It is interesting to quote from the order 
of the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia in 
this matter dated February 12, 1951. At page 6 of that order the 
Commission says: 
the Commission believes that this type of cooperative procedure is conducive 
to effective regulation, and consequently of greater benefit to the public. There 
is no doubt that the operation of the company’s facilities on an integrated basis 
in serving the three major jurisdictions is more economical than furnishing this 
service to each jurisdiction by separate generating, transmission, and distribution 
facilities. In the opinion of the Commission, it follows that effective and equitable 
regulation requires consideration of system operations. 

Were it the desire of the Congress to grant to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission exclusive jurisdiction over all transportation 
in the Washington metropolitan area, and in effect make that agency 
the sole agency responsible for regulation of both intrastate and inter- 
state local transportation in the area, it probably could do so. Or, 
as pointed out on pages 7 and 8 of the letter to your committee from 
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the Interstate Commerce Commission on July 27, 1951, the Congress 
ane place exclusive jurisdiction over interstate and intra-District 

‘aflic in the hands of that Commission by amending sections 202 (b) 
a 216 (e) of the Interstate Commerce Act which specifically forbid 
the Commission to regulate in any manner intrastate rates or fares 
of motor carriers for any purpose whatever. 

In my opinion, it would be unwise and unnecessary to do this. 
Local transportation in the metropolitan area 1s important enough 
to the economy of the area and to the efficient operation of the F ederal 
Government to warrant the attention of a separate agency devoted 
to the regulation and promotion of that transportation in the area. 
Secondly, local transportation is of sufficient immediate importance 
to each of the jurisdictions involved to require that they be given a 
direct voice in the appointment of the members of any regulatory 
agency governing local transportation. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that it is the opinion of the 
governing agencies of the communities in the Washington metro- 
politan area represented on our committee that the immediacy of 
the local eer problem warrants the passage by the Con- 
gress of both Senate Joint Resolution 135 and Senate bill 1868 and 
warrants the provision of sufficient funds for the proper carrying-out 
of the mandate included in Senate bill 1868. The time for effective 
action is now, while the area is served by still relatively efficient and 
profitable public transit. A continued failure to take effective action 
will result in additional huge public expenditures for highway and 
bridge construction, continued traffic congestion to the point of paral- 
ysis, a belated and too-late decision that public transit must be made 
eflicient,enough to half the trend toward the use of the private automo 
bile, and then the rebuilding through public funds of an obsolete, 
bankrupt industry. 

That concludes my statement. 

The Cnatrman. Mr. Jelsma, do you have the communications from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission ? 

Mr. JevsMA. Yes, for May 19, 1952, and July 27, 1951, dealing with 
these bills. 

The Cuarmman. Will you read excerpts from it or indicate what 
the Commission thinks about this problem ? 

Mr. JeusMa. On page 9 of the Commission’s statement of July 27 
it. states: 

The Rhode Island Avenue Citizens’ Association of Washington, D. C., approved 
a motion that the association favor a study by the Congress of the desirability 
of establishing a single Metropolitan Washington Transit Authority. We are 
advised that a copy of this action was reported to your committee and to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House. This suggestion 
involves two possibilities. First, a Metropolitan Washington Transit Authority, 
possibly the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia, could be 
given jurisdiction over passenger transportation within the District of Columbia 
and between the District of Columbia and the balance of the metropolitan area. 
There is no doubt of the power of the Congress to create such an Authority. 

Picking it up on page 10: 


Second, an Authority might be created with jurisdiction over all passenger 
transportaton between points in the metropolitan area whether such transporta- 
tion might be interstate or intrastate. The fact that many Government and com- 
mercial establishments in the metropolitan area are located in Maryland and 
Virginia and employ persons residing in those States who travel in intrastate 
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transportation on the same busses which carry passengers to and from Wash- 
ington might be considered a basis for unified regulation. 


I think those are the high points of that section. 

The Cuatrman. Who signed the first letter ? 

Mr. Jecsma. The first one was signed by Chairman Splawn and 
Commissioners Mahaffie, Rogers, and Cross. 

The CHamrMan. They were on the subcommittee ? 

Mr. JretsMa. Yes, sir; they were on the legislative committee. 

A reiteration of those views was further expressed on May 19, 1952. 
On May 19 their statement was: 


This bill was discussed at length in our letter to you of July 27, 1951. Since 
S. 1868 may be deemed an alternative to Senate Joint Resolution 135, it is re- 
quested that the mentioned letter be considered in connection with Senate Joint 
Resolution 135, Briefly, we there pointed out that interstate transportation 
within the Washington commercial zone (except certain fares between Wash- 
ington and the Pentagon) is exempt from regulation, except with respect to 
safety, by section 208 (b) (8) of the Interstate Commerce Act; that the Com- 
mission, upon finding that such action is necessary to carry out the national 
transportation policy, has the power to remove that exemption; but that the 
Commission’s authority exists only with respect to interstate traffic and there- 
fore does not include intrastate transportation within Maryland, the District of 
Columbia, or Virginia. 

We also pointed out the interdependency, in this mass transportation area, of 
intrastate and interstate operations, and that while Congress has power to 
confer upon the Commission authority over intrastate passenger transportation 
within the District of Columbia, it is not clear that Congress has power to 
confer upon the Commission or on any other agency authority to regulate intra- 
state transportation within that portion of the area which is within Maryland 
and Virginia, except under a compact between those Sttaes and the Federal 
Government. What was then said regarding the Commission's lack of funds 
and personnel to make such an investigation may be here repeated with greater 
emphasis. 


It is signed by the same committee under this date. 
The CHarrMan. We will insert both communications in the record at 


this point. 
(The matter referred to is as follows B 
JULY 27, 1951. 
Hon. Epwin C, JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Your letter of July 19, 1951, addressed to the 
Chairman of this Commission, and requesting comments on §. 1868, introduced 
by Senator Byrd, providing for an investigation and study by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission of the adequacy and convenience of passenger carrier facili- 
ties and services and the reasonableness of fares in the metropolitan area of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, has been referred to our Legislative 
Committee. After careful consideration by that committee, I am authorized to 
make the following comments in its behalf: 

The bill directs the Interstate Commerce Commission (1) to make an investiga- 
tion and study of passenger carrier facilities, services, and fares in the metro- 
politan area of the District of Columbia; (2) to cooperate with the utility com- 
missions of the District and adjoining States, if practicable; (3) to issue such 
orders and take such other action pending or following such investigation and 
study as may be in the public interest, in the interest of national defense, and 
in furtherance of the national transportation policy; and (4) to report to 
Congress together with recommendations, if any, for necessary legislation. 

The metropolitan area described in the bill is somewhat larger than that deter- 
mined to be the commercial zone of the District for the purposes of the partial 
exemption of section 203 (b) (8) of the Interstate Commerce Act. The limits of 
this zone extend to Mount Vernon, Va., on the south, beyond Falls Church, Va., 
on the west, about 4 miles short of Rockville and Laurel, Md., on the north, and 
nearly to Upper Marlboro, Md., on the east. 
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The Commission recently received a joint petition from several governmental 
bodies and civic organizations requesting the Commission to institute an inves- 
tigation with a view to the removal of the exemption provided in section 203 (b) 
(8) of the act, the prescription of through routes between the carriers serving 
Washington, D. C., metropolitan area,! the prescription of reasonable, nondis- 
criminatory, nonpreferential, and nonprejudicial fares, and the prescription of 
coordinated services. 

Petitioners also suggest that the Commission request the State Corporation 
Commission of Virginia, the Maryland Public Service Commission, and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Public Utilities Commission to enter into joint and coopera- 
tive investigations so that as a result there will be an integrated program of 
related services and fares on intrastate passenger traffic within the District of 
Columbia, and within those portions of Maryland and Virginia that lie within 
the metropolitan area. The Judge Advocate General, United States Air Force, 
delegated authority on behalf of the executive agencies of the United States 
Government by the Administrator of the General Services Administration, sup- 
ports the petition. Replies were filed by five motor carriers of passengers and 
two associations of motor bus operators. 

There are about 14 bus lines operating into Washington and transporting 
passengers between Washington and points in the’ metropolitan area in Mary- 
land or Virginia. The interstate fares of all of these carriers are subject to 
regulation by the Interstate Commerce Commission, The intrastate fares are 
regulated by the regulatory commissions of Maryland, Virginia, and the District 
of Columbia, respectively. 

Capital Transit Co. is the only one of these carriers which holds authority from 
the State and District commissions to perform intrastate transportation over the 
entire length of its interstate routes, and therefore is exemp, by reason of section 
203 (b) (8) of the Interstate Commerce Act, from any of the regulatory pro- 
visions of the act except those relating to safety and hours of service of its em- 
ployees. This Commission, however, has power to remove this exemption in 
whole or in part if it finds such action necessary to carry out the national trans- 
portation policy. 

While the Commission has the power to remove this exemption from Capital 
Transit’s operations, and has done so as to fares to and from the site of the 
Pentagon Building in Virginia, it has never considered that the national trans- 
portation policy requires that all of Capital Transit’s interstate operations and 
fares be subject to regulation. Removal of the exemption to accomplish this 
purpose would, of course, not affect the intrastate fares—those between points 
wholly within the District or wholly within Maryland. This Commission may 
regulate intrastate rates of rail carriers in some circumstances under section 
13 (4) of the act and the ruling in the Shreveport case (234 U. 8. 342), holding 
that where the interstate and the intrastate transactions of carriers are so re- 
lated that the proper regulation of the one necessitates control of the other, 
Congress and no the State is entitled to prescribe the final and dominant rule. 
But sections 202 (b) and 216 (e) of the act specifically forbid the Commission 
to regulate in any manner intrastate rates or fares of motor carriers for any 
purpose whatever. , 

Thus, under present legislation, the Commission is empowered to subject to full 
regulation all for-hire interstate motor transportation within the Washington 
commercial zone if it finds such action necessary to carry out the national trans- 
portation policy, but it has no power whatever over motor traflic moving between 
points wholly within the District, Maryland, or Virginia, respectively. 

Capital Transit Co. operates in the municipal area in Washington and Mary- 
land. Its interstate fares consist of a combination of its local fares in Wash- 
ington and its intrastate fares in Maryland. Thus the determinations of the 
regulatory commissions of Maryland and the District of Columbia as to the 
reasonableness of local fares determine the interstate fares of the carrier, The 
same is true as to decisions permitting discontinuance of service, for Capital 
Transit may not lawfully conduct interstate operations under the exemption 
where it performs no corresponding intrastate operations, For many years this 
has been the case without serious complaint to the Commission either from the 
traveling public or from other carriers, 


—_____——. 


1The petitioners consider that the Washington metropolitan area includes the District of 
Columbia, Alexandria, and Falls Church, Va., all of Arlington and Fairfax Counties, Va., 
and all of Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties, Md. 
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Were the Commission to assume jurisdiction over the now-exempt interstate 
operations of Capital Transit, its decisions relating to institutions and discon- 
tinuance of service would, no doubt, affect also intrastate operations since it is 
unlikely that profitable intrastate operations could be conducted without cor- 
responding interstate traffic. We cannot now say whether this Commission 
would reach the same conclusions as those reached by the Maryland commission 
with respect to the recent discontinuance of operations over certain routes. 

Regarding the matter of Congress, by appropriate legislation, placing exclu- 
sive jurisdiction over all motor passenger traffic, intrastate and interstate, 
wholly within the metropolitan area, in the hands of an existing or a new Fed- 
eral regulatory agency, there would seem to be little doubt but that such a step 
as to interstate and intra-District traffic would be within the power of the Con- 
gress. We do not know of any court decisions holding that the Federal Govern- 
ment may take general jurisdiction over wholly intrastate transportation such 
as that within Maryland or Virginia, unless it could be shown that such action 
is necessary in order to prevent discrimination against or remove a burden from 
interstate commerce or to enable effective control of that commerce. Compare 
the Shreveport case mentioned above, Colorado v. U. 8. (271 U. S. 158), and 
Wisconsin Railroad Com. vy. Chicago, B. & Q. R. Co. (257 U. 8. 568). As to 
transportation within the District, the power of Congress is plenary and does 
not depend upon the authority of the interstate commerce clause of the Con- 
stitution. 

The situation here is comparable to that in the metropolitan areas of other 
cities, such as New York, Philadelphia, or Kansas City, where mass transporta- 
tion is furnished in busses and rail cars which carry both intrastate and inter- 
State passangers at the same time. The combination of three intrastate regu- 
latory authorities and this Commission governing four different classes of move- 
ments within a single metropolitan area may afford a reason for different treat- 
ment of this situation than would be considered in other areas. Perhaps there 
is both a practical and a constitutional basis for different treatment because of 
the fact that Washington is the seat of government, that the area contains the 
headquarters of the Armed Forces, and that a large percentage of the total 
traffic in the area, both interstate and intrastate, consists of travel by employees 
to and from their employment in such agencies. 

The Rhode Island Avenue Citizens’ Association of Washington, D. C., approved 
a motion that the association favor a study by the Congress of the desirability 
of establishing a single Metropolitan Washington Transit Authority. We are 
advised that a copy of this action was reported to your committee and to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House. This suggestion 
involves two possibilities. First, a Metropolitan Washington Transit Authority, 
possibly the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia, could be 
given jurisdiction over passenger transportation within the District of Columbia 
and between the District of Columbia and the balance of the metropolitan area, 
There is no doubt of the power of the Congress to create such an authority. Many 
of the bus lines transporting interstate within the area also transport passengers 
between Washington and points beyond the area in the same busses which trans- 
port metropolitan passengers, all of which is subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Commission. 

Second, an authority might be created with jurisdiction over all passenger 
transportation between points in the metropolitan area whether such transporta- 
tion might be interstate or intrastate. The fact that many Government and com- 
mercial establishments in the metropolitan area are located in Maryland and 
Virginia and employ persons residing in those States who travel in intrastate 
transportation on the same busses which carry passengers to and from Wash- 
ington might be considered a basis for unified regulation. As previously noted, 
there is some question whether the Federal Government would have power to 
assume jurisdiction over all intrastate rates and service in the area, except under 
a compact between the States of Maryland and Virginia and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The widespread suburban development, both commercial and _ resi- 
dential, and the recent tendency to locate new Government establishments in 
outlying areas make it increasingly difficult for the public to obtain what it is 
primarily interested in; that is, a fast and dependable means of transportation 
at a reasonable cost. 

In the foregoing pages of this letter, some of the legal questions bearing on this 
subject have been discussed and the practical aspects of the problem have been 
indicated. In our opinion the importance of the matter to the citizens of the 
Washington area would justify its study. 











WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT PROBLEM 27 


If the study should be made by the Interstate Commerce Commission, as pro- 
vided in S. 1868, the terms of the bill should be clarified. In the first section, 
it provides “(3) issue such orders or take such other action pending the making 
of such investigation and study and upon the completion thereof, as it may 
determine to be in the public interest, in the interest of national defense, and in 
furtherance of the national transportation policy as set forth in the Interstate 
Commerce Act.” If it is contemplated that this provision authorizes the Com- 
mission to issue mandatory orders directed against the carriers or any of them, 
excepting under the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, then proper 
legislative standards as to service and rates should be set up to guide the parties 
and the Commission, more precise and specific than the general language of 
interpretation and policy in that clause, and suitable penalties should be provided 
for violations of the orders. If that clause authorizes only the issuance of orders 
under the existing provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, that interpretation 
should be specifically stated. Before the duty to make such investigation and 
study is assigned to this Commission, necessary funds should be made available 
to the Commission to enable it to undertake the additional duties. The funds 
available for the fiscal year 1952, as contained in the appropriation bills now 
under consideration, are substantially less than those available in the past for 
carrying out the regular duties of the Commission, and no funds will be available 
for performing the additional duties imposed by 8S. 1868, unless additional funds 
for that purpose are specifically appropriated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Watrer M. W. SPLAWN, Chairman, 
CHARLES D. MAHAFFIE, 
JoHN L. Rogers, 
Hueu W. Cross, 
Legislative Committee. 





3 INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
r Washington, D. C., May 19, 1952. 
Hon. EpwIn C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: This is in response to your notice of a hearing 
scheduled for May 21, 1952, on Senate Joint Resolution 135. The Legislative 
Committee of this Commission requests permission to submit the following 
comments : 

As stated in our letter to you of March 20, 1952, it is our view that Senate 
Joint Resolution 135 does not approve in advance any terms or provisions of the 
projected interstate compact, but is merely an invitation to the States of Maryland 
and Virginia and the District of Columbia to negotiate and submit a proposal for 
the unified regulation of passenger transportation by street railways and motor 
vehicles within the metropolitan area of Washington. Upon the adoption of this 
resolution any of the three jurisdictions may submit to the others, proposals 
regarding this subject, or each may designate representatives who may jointly 
draft proposals. No compact can become effective, however, until it has been 
approved by Congress on behalf of the District of Columbia. The question, there- 
fore, seems to be whether this resolution should be adopted with the object of 
encouraging and expediting the establishment of an interstate Compact covering 
this matter, or whether Congress desires to deal with it in some other way, if it is 
of the opinion that action of some kind is desirable. 

There is pending before your committee S. 1868 providing for an investigation 
of passenger transportation within the Washington metropolitan area by this 
Commission, jointly and cooperatively with the Public Utility Commissions of 
the District of Columbia and the adjoining States, and pending the making of 
such investigation and upon the completion thereof, to issue such orders and 
take such action as may be in the public interest. The bill also directs the 
Commission to report to Congress with recommendations for any legislation 
that may be deemed to be necessary. 

This bill was discussed at length in our letter to you of July 27, 1951. Since 
S 1868 mav be deemed an alternative to Senate Joint Resolution 135, it is re 
quested that the mentioned letter be considered in connection with Senate Joint 
Resolution 135. Briefly, we there pointed out that interstate transportation 
within the Washington commercial zone (except certain fares between Washing 
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ton and the Pentagon) is exempt from regulation, except with respect to safety, 
by section 203 (b) (8) of the Interstate Commerce Act ; that the Commission, upon 
finding that such action is necessary to carry out the national transportation 
policy, has the power to remove that exemption; but that the Commission’s 
authority exists only with respect to interstate traftic and therefore does not 
include intrastate transportation within Maryland, the District of Columbia, or 
Virginia. 

We also pointed out the interdependency, in this mass transportation area, of 
intrastate and interstate operations, and that while Congress has power to confer 
upon the Commission authority over intrastate passenger transportation within 
the District of Columbia, it is not clear that Congress has power to confer upon 
the Commission or on any other agency authority to regulate intrastate trans- 
portation within that portion of the area which is within Maryland and Virginia, 
except under a compact between those States and the Federal Government. 
What was then said regarding the Commission’s lack of funds and personnel to 
make such an investigation may be here repeated with greater emphasis. 

For the reasons stated above, and in our previous letters concerning this sub- 
ject, it is our opinion that the plan of regulating passenger transportation within 
the Washington metropolitan area by a local agency, through an interstate com- 
pact, as contemplated by i Joint Resolution 135, is perferable to action by 
this Commission as proposed in S. 1868. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WALTER M. W. Sprtawn, Chairman, 
CHARLES D. MAHAFFIE, 
Legislative Committee. 


The Cuamman. Mr. Malcolm D. Miller, Arlington attorney. 


STATEMENT OF MALCOLM D. MILLER, REPRESENTING THE 
ARLINGTON COUNTY CIVIC FEDERATION 


Mr. Minter. My name is Malcolm D. Miller. I reside in Arlington 
County, at 1838 North Quintana Street. I practice law in Virginia 
and also in the District of Columbia. My office is in the Munsey 
Building. 

I appear in support of Senate bill 1868 which proposes an investi- 
gation of transportation by bus lines between points within the 
Washington metropolitan area. 

This appearance is on behalf of the Arlington County Civic Fed- 
eration, Which authorized its legislation and legal action committee 
to appear at this hearing in support of two propositions long favored 
by the federation: (1) a metropolitan area regulatory authority, and 
(2) an investigation of the local transportation by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. I might say that authorization was at a regu- 
lar meeting of the federation. I am a member of the legislation and 
legal action committee and appear at the direction of the chairman of 
the committee. 

As personal qualifications to testify on this subject, I might point 
out that since 1936 I have been employed in various capac ities in the 
field of transportation regulation, first as examiner and attorney with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, as attorney for the OPA, 
U. S. Commercial ODEN Department of Justice, and Post Office 
Department, in regular or temporary capacities, and am presently 
engaged in private pr actice of law, largely in transportation matters 
before the Commission. 

It is not likely that the interstate compact pr oposal of Senate Joint 
Resolution 135 will result in any remedial legislation in the immediate 
future. This is due to the inevitable delay in obtaining action by 
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several legislative bodies. For example, the next regular session of 
the Virginia General Assembly is not until 1954, and even in that 
time the members of that body may not be conv inced that the compact 
should be authorized. 

A metropolitan regulatory authority proposal, which is favored 
by the Arlington County Civic Federation and the Inter-Federation 
Council, would be highly desirable; but again such an agency is not 
likely to be established in the near future. 

The thought behind S. 1868 for an investigation by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in cooperation with the Commissions of the 
District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia was based, I believe, 
upon the idea that these Commissions already had the authority to 

take action to regulate and improve the present satuation. I might 
say the purpose of my testimony is to give what assistance I may to 
explain how that legal situation would be so. 

Part II of the Interstate Commerce Act provides for comprehensive 
regulation of rates, services, and facilities of motor carriers in inter- 
state commerce, as I will outline in greater detail later. Tht statutes 
providing for regulation of motor carriers of passengers, as well as 
the streetcar operations of Capital Transit Co., are also quite compre- 
hensive. These statutes authorize regulation of rates, services, and 
facilities in intrastate commerce about the same as the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission is authorized to regulate interstate commerce. 
These statutes may be found in the codes, as follows: Chapter 43, 
District of Columbia Code; title 23, sections 344 et seq., Maryland 
Code; sections 155, 156, 157, Virginia Constitution; and chapter 12, 
title 56, Virginia Code of 1950. 

{ach of these Commissions has specific authority to regulate through 
routes and joint rates of motor carriers. See title 23, section 376 of the 
Maryl: ~ Code ; section 56-305 of the Virginia Code; sections 43-326 
to 43-330, 43-411 of District of Columbia Code: section 216 of the 
acd Commerce Act, 49 United States Code, section 316. It 
would seem that with such powers, both in interstate and intrastate 
commerce, the various regulatory authorities could cover the field 
they would get together to do so, 

The exe mption ‘of commercial zone operations in section 203 (b) (8) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act is no obstacle to such cooperative ac- 
tion, as some people seem to regard it. This exemption does not apply 
to the motor carriers of passengers by regular route between points 
outside the District of Columbia and points within the District. This 
is due to the fact that the District of Columbia Public Utilities Com- 
mission preserves monopoly of intra-District transportation for Capi- 
tal Transit Co., with minor exceptions. Therefore, as the Virginia and 
Maryland carriers do not have authority to transport intra-District 
passengers over the entire lengths of their lines in the District, they do 
not come within the exemption and are subject to regulation by the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission. The language of section 203 (b) (8) 
and the relevant provisions are as follows: 
nor unless and to the extent that the Commissior shall from time to time find that 
such application is necessary to carry out ‘the national transportation policy 
declared in this act, shall the provisions of this part * * * apply to: (8) 
The transportation of passengers or property in interstate or foreign commerce 
wholly within a municipality or between contiguous municipalities or within a 
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zone adjacent to and commercially a part of any such municipality or munici- 
palities, except when such transportation is under a common control, manage- 
ment, or arrangement for a continuous carriage or shipment to or from a point 
without such municipality, municipalities, or zcone— 





and this is the important language 


and provided that the motor carrier engaged in such transportation of passengers 
over regular or irregular route or routes in interstate commerce is also lawfully 
engaged in the intrastate transportation of passengers over the entire length of 
such interstate route or routes in accordance with the laws of each State having 
jurisdiction. 

The District of Columbia is defined to be a State in section 203 (a) 
(8). The area of the local commercial zone has been defined in 
Washington, D. C., Commercial Zone, 3 M. C. C. 243, 48 M. C. C. 460. 
But, as previously mentioned in section 203 (a) (8), actually the ex- 
emption has no effect upon local carriers of passengers. 

The Commission has removed the exemption in several cases: Long 
Beach, Calif., was separated from Los Angeles in Los Angeles Calif. 
Commercial Zone, 3 M. C. C. 248, 51 M. C. C. 676. This was one of 
the Commission’s justifications for prescribing joint rates between 
Capital Transit Co. and the Virginia bus lines to and from the Penta- 
gon and other Government installations in Passenger Fares, District 
of Columbia, Nearby Virginia, 256 I. C. C. 769, TA: 258 I. C. C. 559, 
564. The order was upheld i in United States v. Capital Transit Co., 
$325 U.S. 357, with a discussion of the subject at 360, 

It is not believed that the commercial zone exemption would offer 
any obstacle to the regulation of interstate commerce under existing 
statutes. 

Incidentally, if the Virginia and Maryland carriers were author- 
ized to transport intra-Distriet passengers, the residents of the District 
would have additional service, and the carriers would not be required 
to operate “express” through the District. 

Proposed Senate bill 1868 provides for cooperative action by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the Virginia and Maryland and 
District of Columbia Commissions. Section 205 also provides for 
cooperative action under the Interstate Commerce Act. That section 
sets up a joint board procedure by which the State commissions now 
act as though examiners of the ICC. They issue recommended re- 
ports and orders which become effective if exceptions are not taken or 
the ICC does not set them aside. In addition, section 205 (f) now 
provides: 

(f) The Commission is authorized to confer with or to hold joint hearings 
with any authorities of any State in connection with any matter arising in 
any proceedings under this part. The Commission is also authorized to avail 
itself of the cooperation, services, records, and facilities of such State authorities 
as fully as may be practicable, in the enforcement or administration of any 
provision of this part. 


The Maryland statute has a provision which is equally as broad— 
that is their section 348—going even to regulation of interstate com- 
merce through joint proceedings. The Virginia and District of Co- 
lumbia statutes do not have comparable language, but their commis- 
sions do operate cooperatively with the ICC now, and there is no 
reason Why they would not in the future. 
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Some of the provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act are of sig- 
nificance in connection with the proposed investigation. Section 202 
(a) provides: 


(a) The provisions of this part apply to the transportation of passengers or 
property by motor carriers engaged in interstate or foreign commerce and to the 
procurement of and the provisions of facilities for such transportation, and the 
regulation of such transportation, and of the procurement thereof, and the pro- 
vision of facilities therefor, is hereby vested in the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. 


That is pointed out to indicate that the regulation there of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission is more than merely approving 
rates, that it does go to the question of providing facilities and services. 

Section 204 pr ovides: 


(a) It shall be the duty of the Commission— 

(1) To regulate common carriers by motor vehicle as provided in this part, 
and to that end the Commission may establish reasonable requirements with 
respect to continuous and adequate service, transportation of baggage and 
express, uniform systems of accounts, records, and reports, preservation of 
records, qualifications and maximum hours of service of employees, and 
safety of operating and equipment. 

x * * * x 

(7) For purposes of the administration of the provisions of this part, to 
inquire into the management of the business of motor carriers and brokers 
and into the management of the business of persons controlling, controlled 
by, or under common control with, motor carriers to the extent that the 
business of such persons is related to the management of the business of 
one or more motor carriers, and the Commission shall keep itself informed 
as to the manner and method in which the same are conducted, and may 
obtain from such carriers and persons such information as the Commission 
deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this part; and may transit 
to Congress from time to time, such recommendations (including recom- 
mendations as to additional legislation) as the Commission may deem 
necessary. 

One of the principal reasons for the proposed investigation is the 
fact that operations of the various bus lines in the metropolitan area 
are disjointed and do not provide reasonable through routes at joint 

rates. Inthis connection, section 216 (a) is applic able : 

(a) It shall be the duty of every common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle 
to establish reasonable through routes with other such common carriers and to 
provide safe and adequate service, equipment, and facilities for the transportation 
of passengers in interstate or foreign commerce; to establish, observe, and enforce 
just and reasonable individual and joint rates, fares, and charges, and just and 
reasonable regulations and practices relating thereto, and to the issuance, form, 
and substance of tickets, the carrying of personal, sample, and excess matters 
relating to or connected with the transportation of passengers in interstate or 
foreign commerce; and in case of such joint rates, fares, and charges, to estab- 
lish just, reasonable, and equitable divisions thereof as between the carriers 
participating therein which shall not unduly prefer or prejudice any of such 
participating carriers 

The Interstate Commerce Commission and the Maryland, Virginia, 
and District of Columbia commissions have : authority to regulate the 
rates, and divisions of joint rates, in a comprehensive manner, and 
between them there is no lack of authority over intrastate and inter- 
state commerce 

The proposed S. 1868 is intended to assure that the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission will take the lead to bring about cooperative exer- 
cise of jurisdiction of the four regulatory bodies. From my observa- 
tions, it is not the lack of authority to regulate which is forestalling 
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solution to the transportation problems of the area, but rather the fact 
that these diverse jurisdictions have not come together for that 
purpose. 

If the proposed joint action is not successful, then perhaps Congress 
should provide for area-wide regulation. At this time, however, the 
use of existing facilities can be of benefit. 

The additional funds requested to make this investigation by the 
ICC also should be provided. It is well known, and Congress has been 
informed, that the ICC cannot carry out its routine and necessary 
functions under present appropriations, and the additional money 
requested by the Commission should be granted for the purpose of 
S. 1868. 

That concludes my statement. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mitter. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Edward J. Waters, Prince Georges County 
commissioner. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD J. WATERS, PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 
COMMISSIONER 


Mr. Warers. My name is Edward J. Waters. My address is 8507 
Sixtieth Avenue, Berwyn Heights, Md. I ama member of the Prince 
Georges County Board of Commissioners. 

Not believing in repetition, Mr. Chairman, there is nothing that I 
can add to the testimony that has been presented here this morning, 
but I think you have a copy of the resolution that I introduced and 
which was passed unanimously by the board of county commissioners 
several weeks ago. 

The Cuatrman. We will insert that in the record at this point. We 
do not have it right here but we will insert it. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows:) 

Proposal No. 22, 1952; Resorurion No, 22, 1952 
REQUEST FOR HEARING ON H. Rk. 4604 AND 8S. 1868 BEFORE THE COMMITTEES ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE OF UNITED STATES CONGRESS 

In view of the present inadequacy and deterioration of transit service in the 
Washington metropolitan area, the existing inequalities in fares, and the continu- 
ing increase in costs of the service to the communities in the area, and in view of 
the importance of adequate transit service at reasonable cost to the economic life 
of the area and its citizens, the Board of County Commissioners of Prince 
Georges County, Md., urges necessary action be taken to assure that hearings 
are held on H. R. 4604 and S. 1868, now before the Committees on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, that an appropriation of necessary funds be provided by 
Congress, and that passage of the bills are accomplished. 

Adopted this 11th day of March 1952. 

CoUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY, MD., 
By Tuomas F. LAtrMer, President, 
THOMAS F. Hicks, Clerk. 


Mr. Warers. The governing body of Prince Georges County, of 
course, requests and prays the passage of S. 1868, with the necessary 
appropriations. The transit situation in Prince Georges County is 
verging on chaos at this time, due to our mushroom growth over the 
last 10 or 12 years, especially from 1941 on. 

We are hard-pressed, of course, in regard to road building and 
bridge construction; and the Peace Cross situation there at Bladens- 


es 
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burg is pretty widely known all over the country, I would say. Of 
course, we feel that some families in Prince Georges County are being 
priced out of transportation, and we respectfully request that this 
situation be solved and that aid be given us. Of course, the abandon- 
ment of the College Park-Kent Village shuttle line worked an undue 
hardship on numerous people in the county, and we pray this situation 
be altered as soon as possible. Prince Georges County will give you 
every aid it can possibly give you in the matter. 

The Cuarman. That is fine, Mr. Waters. We thank you for your 
statement, 

Mr. Fred W. Gast, Prince Georges County Civic Federation. 


STATEMENT OF FRED W. GAST, REPRESENTING PRINCE GEORGES 
COUNTY CIVIC FEDERATION 


Mr, Gasr. Mr, Chairman, my name is Fred W. Gast. My address 
is 10 Cheverly Cirele, Cheverly, Md. I am a member of the joint 
transportation committee for the Washington metropolitan area by 
the designation of the Prince Georges County Civic Federation. 1 
have also acted as its chairman of tr: msportation for approximately 
10 years in cases before the Maryland commission. I am a retired 
Government engineer. 

The CuatrMan. We are very glad to have your testimony. 

Mr. Gasr. ‘The need for enactment of legislation which would lead 
to the establishment of a regulatory body with full authority to coordi- 
nate the services rendered by the transportation companies in the se\ 
eral jurisdictions comprising the Washington metropolitan area is 
attested to by the past experiences and existing conditions as affecting 
the Prince Georges County patrons of public transportation. 

Worthy of particular mention is the action which resulted in the 
discontinuance of through service into Washington by the Capital 
Transit Co. on its east W ashington bus lines from Prince Georges 
County in 1948, and the substitution therefor of shuttle-bus service 
from important populous areas in the county into the Rhode Island 
Avenue terminal in Mount Rainier to favor the trolley lines. 

Over the protest of many hundreds of patrons, approximately 80 
percent of whom work in downtown Washington, the Maryland Public 
Service Commission granted the company a 30-day trial period of this 
arrangement in 1948 which compelled the transfer of passengers at the 
terminal. The period was then approved for a 3-month trial, and upon 
assertion of the company that the commission was without authority 
to order reestablishment of through service the commission allowed 
the arrangement to be permanent. 

The severance of the county lines at the boundary was later used 
by the company to affirm the contention that its county lines were a 
separate organization on which they were entitled to a fair return, 
without regard to the main system, and that these lines could not be 
regarded as feeders of the main system. In this premise they were 
upheld by the Maryland commission and permitted to abolish the 
weekly pass, and to establish a rate of fare of 5 cents per zone of ap- 
proximately 114 miles on all the lines of Capital Transit in the county. 
This action has resulted in a material falling off of the patronage 
on these lines and a diminishing return of the investment, with the 
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result that a further increase in the fare to 7 cents per zone was sub- 
sequently granted by the commission. 

Prior to the 1948 hearing by the Maryland commission a Prince 
Georges County Joint Transportation Committee of bus patrons was 
organized. This committee set up and carried through an origin and 
destination survey of the area in the county served by the Capital 
Transit lines. Approximately 150 members distributed from door to 
door in a canvass 15,000 tabular questionnaires containing data as to 
origin and destination, mode of travel, time and frequency of travel, 
for presentation to the commission at the hearing. Approximately 
8,500 replies were received and delivered to the commission, indicating 
that there was almost unanimous opposition to the discontinuance of 
through bus service to downtown Washington. The valuable data 
presented to the commission received little attention, and the transit 
company’s plan was allowed to prevail. The prediction made at the 
hearing that the inconvenience by the change would result in a loss 
of patronage was fully substantiated. 

The time lost in travel and the necessity of transferring from one 
line to another two or three times (frequently with uncoordinated 
schedules) has driven patrons to the use of their own automobiles, or to 
others on a share-the-ride basis, to the detriment of the public trans- 
portation system. 

The following is a comparison of travel time from points in the 
county adjacent to Washington to the more important destinations at 
which persons are employed : 
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1 Separate lines. 


*Transfer to coordinated lines. 


The above figures represent one-way travel during the rush-hour 
period morning and evening when people go to and come from work. 
The (*) represents transfer to soaedinated lines. 

The Capital Transit Co. has consistently opposed competition by 
other companies along its lines, and in its territory has been success- 
ful generally in having such competition eliminated by order of the 
Maryland Commission. 

Cases in evidence are those in which the Greyhound and Safeway 
Trails Lines were prohibited from serving local travelers along the 
College Park-Laurel Highway which was traversed by the transit 
line and also along the Defense Highway. Since abandonment of the 
College Park-Laurel Line that prohibition has been lifted; but the 
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order still applies to travel between College Park and Hyattsville, 
which highway is served by Capital Transit. 

While it would undoubtedly be inequitable to expect service on lines 
which are not patronized by the traveling public generally the public 
cannot be expected to utilize a service which imposes undue loss of 
time and inconvenience by reason of the imposition of conditions which 
are capable of being remedied. 

It is believed that the enactment of the bills now under consideration 
will provide the means for remedial action, which is so greatly to be 
desired by our people. 

The CHatrman. Thank you, Mr. Gast. 

Mr. John H. Connaughton, public utilities chairman, Federation of 
Citizens Associations; and observer for District Commissioners at 
Area Committee sessions. 

Mr. Connaughton does not appear to be here. 

Mr. Mason A. Butcher, director, Department of Public Works, Mont- 
gomery, County, Md. 


STATEMENT OF MASON A. BUTCHER, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC WORKS, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Burcrer. My name is Mason A. Butcher. I reside at 10118 
Thornwood Road, Kensington, Md. I am the director of the Mont- 
gomery County, Md., Department of Public Works, and I am here 
today representing the County Council of Montgomery County. I 
am also vice chairman of the Washington Metropolitan Area Trans- 
portation Committee. 

The bills being considered by your committee today, S. 1868 and 
Senate Joint Resolution 135 are of primary importance to all citizens 
of Montgomery County, and it is for that reason that the county coun- 
cil has instructed me to appear before you to ask your favorable con- 
sideration of these two bills. 

The 1950 census indicated that Montgomery County had a popu- 
lation of 164,000. This population represented an increase of almost 
100 percent over the 1940 census. Since the census was taken, there 
has been a further increase in population at a rate estimated to be 
10,000 per year. There is no reason to believe that this growth will not 
continue. 

The development of the county has not been along lines to provide 
easy access to the District of Columbia or other places of employment 
either by public or private transportation. Steps have been taken 
to improve highways, both State and local, and millions of dollars 
are being spent today in providing new roads, widening of existing 
roads to carry the additional burden of traffic. The estimated cost 
of reconstructing substandard roads to meet anticipated traffic need 
is staggering. Although some progress is being made to handle the 
additional traffic load by the improvement of highways, mass transit 
operations are falling behind through the abandonment of existing 
lines. 

The moving of governmental agencies to suburban Montgomery 
County has added to the transportation problem. Large centers of 
employment such as the Naval Ordnance Laboratory, the Naval 
Medical Center, the National Institutes of Health, the Army Map 
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Service, and the Navy’s David Taylor Model Basin are served by roads 
from the District of Columbia, but there is virtually no access to 
them, particularly by mass transit in a cross-county direction. It is 
hoped that, should there be additional Federal agencies moved to 
Montgomery County, that the matter of transportation be planned in 
advance. 

Transit operations in Montgomery County are under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Maryland Public Service Commission, and while the 
county council can find no fault with the manner in which this com- 
mission has carried out its duties, it is felt that the problem of mass 
transportation within the suburban area of Montgomery is one of more 
than State concern. Suburban Montgomery County is a part of the 
Washington metropolitan area and transportation within any metro- 
oe area must be considered as a whole, and the presence of State 
youndary lines should not be considered as barriers to solving a com- 
mon problem. 

The permissive legislation offered by Joint Resolution 135 is a 
highly important and desirable step toward obtaining efficient mass 
transportation. Since it is but permissive, it is but a step and not 
the entire answer. Unless the legislative bodies of Maryland and 
Virginia can be shown that there is actually a need for their entering 
into a compact with the District of Columbia, which would provide 
for unified regulation of mass transportation, it is very doubtful 
whether either body would avail themselves of the opportunity of 
entering into such an agreement. To my knowledge, there has never 
been a complete study of the transit problem as it affects the entire 
Washington metropolitan area. Only through such a study could it 
be shown that unified regulation would provide adequate and efficient 
mass transportation. The Interstate Commerce Commission is the 
logical agency to make such a study. The County Council for Mont- 
gomery County has gone on record favoring such an investigation, 
as directed in S. 1868, and has also gone on record that they favor 
placing a time limitation of 18 months for reporting to Congress 
on their findings. 

Again, may I say that the County Council for Montgomery County 
feels that the problem of mass transportation in Montgomery County 
is not a local problem, nor is it a problem that is one which the State 
of Maryland through its public service commission can solve alone. 
It is a problem which must be considered as a whole, and for this 
reason, they favor the passage of the two bills which you are con- 
sidering. 

The Cuamnan. Senator O’Conor, do you have any questions? 

Senator O’Conor. Just this question, if I may ask it, Mr. Butcher, 
and that is whether you do not feel that the resolution introduced by 
the able Senator from Colorado, Mr. Johnson, in which the Maryland 
Senators have concurred, would, if adopted by the Senate, go a long 
way toward impressing upon the legislative bodies of our neighbor, 
Virginia, as well as our own, the necessity for coming to grips with 
this all-important question ? 

Mr. Butcuer. The council has instructed me to write you, sir, that 
they feel that is a desirable step. They also feel a study of the entire 
problem is also desirable. 
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Senator O’Conor. Very good. Thank you, Mr. Butcher. 
The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Butcher. 
Mr. Samuel E. Stonebr: iker, Montgomery County Civic Federation. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL E. STONEBRAKER, REPRESENTING THE 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIVIC FEDERATION AND THE BETHESDA 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Sronepraker. My name is Samuel E. Stonebraker. I live at 
303 West Bradley Lane, Chevy Chase, Md. I am delegated by the 
Montgomery County Civie Federation and the Bethesda Chamber of 
Commerce to serve as a member of the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transportation Committee, now before you. As a businessman 
and a representative of business undertakings, I am vitally concerned 
with private enterprise and the profit motive in business. 

The mass transit companies with which the committee is concerned 
are privately owned and operated, have been in business for many 
years, and are staffed with men of long experience in their fields. It 
is fair to assume that the profit motive guides these men in their en- 
deavors to operate as efficiently as is possible under existing cireum- 
stances. But they are severely handicapped in providing attractive, 
efficient service at the lowest cost by conditions almost completely be- 
yond their control. Transit service in the Washington metropolitan 
area must be rendered over streets which are clogged almost to the 
point of standstill by ever-increasing numbers of automobiles. The 
best busses and street cars ever built, now in use here, and the most 
highly trained drivers are of little avail under these conditions. The 
costs of service and increased inconvenience to the public are increasing 
by leaps and bounds largely because of traffic conditions and these 
must be borne by transit riders if the companies are to remain 
solvent. 

In my opinion, the root of the problem is the traffic situation, which 
must be corrected if adequate mass transit service is to be rendered. 
This must. be done preliminary to considerations of intercompany 
service coordination, fares and regulation, or the objectives to which 
the committee is directing its attention will not be attained. 

Also, in my opinion, the Interstate Commerce Commission is not 
equipped or qualified by experience to conduct the investigation con- 
templated. Only those qualified by long experience with urban traffic 
and transit operational problems should be employed in analyzing 
the situation initially and in rendering a report and recommendations 
for corrective measures. 

Because of these views which I hold, I endorse in principle bill 
S. 1868, but urge that such funds as are authorized and appropriated 
to permit the Interstate Commerce Commission to mvestigate and 
study the adequacy and convenience of passenger-carrier facilities 
and services and the reasonableness of fares in the metropolitan area 
of the District of Columbia be limited to the employment of experts 
outside the Commission who are qualified by long experience with 
urban traffic and transit operational problems. To amplify the mean- 
ing of that last paragraph, [ mean under the authority and super- 
vision of the Interstate Commerce Commission, men of long experi- 
ence and regarded as experts in transportation service, men “who are 
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free from bias and. prejudice be employed to make a study of this 
transportation problem. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions, Senator? ; 

Senator O’Conor. Ni . [am very pleased to hear Mr. Stonebraker, 
whom I know very favorably. 

The CuatrMAN, We welcome you, Mr. Stonebraker, and thank you 
for this statement. 

Mr. Winters Haydock, an Alexandria citizen. 


STATEMENT OF WINTERS HAYDOCK, ALEXANDRIA CITIZEN 


Mr. Haypock. Mr. Chairman, my name is Winters Haydock. I 
live at 3109 Cameron Mills Road, Alexandria, Va. I am by profes- 
sion a civil engineer and urban planner. I also have certain business 
connections. Although I am a member of the Washington Metro- 
politan Area Transportation Committee, I do not represent any local 
governmental body or civie group. My interest in that committee 
is because of my past intimate association with the transit industry 
as a representative of the public interests, having served as director 
of the former Department of City Transit of Pittsburgh, Pa., and in 
transit work in other cities. 

I wish to say that the able presentation of the opinions of our com- 
mittee made to you by Mr. Gerald Glassman meets with my approval 
in its entirety. I feel that he has covered our case so fully that there 
is little that I can add to it. I do not wish to take your time by being 
repetitious. There are, however, a couple of aspects of our metro- 
politan transit situation which are worthy of special emphasis. 

First of all, we should emphasize the fact that the transit problem 
of the Washington metropolitan area is far more than a matter of 
local concern. It is in a peculiar sense a national problem. Wash- 
ington derives its reason for being from the fact that it is the seat 
of the Federal Government. And the Federal Government is depend- 
ent upon the functional efficiency of the community in which it must 
carry on its principal activities. For one thing, it cannot operate 
without an adequate local transportation system. Such a system is 
as necessary to the operation of the Government as, for example, the 
elevators and heating plants of the various Government buildings. 
The Government cannot ignore the responsibility of continuously 
observing the performance of this mechanism which is so essential 
to its functioning, and, if such performance becomes inadequate, of 
taking measures to improve it. 

This leads to the second point which I wish to emphasize. There 
can be no way in which government, either Federal or local, can 
either satisfactorily observe or take steps to improve transit operation 
on a metropolitan basis unless there is some public agency with power 
to observe and regulate on a metropolitan basis. It is my. opinion 
that a unified regulatory agency for transit in this far-flung metro- 
politan area is a minimum requirement for future satisfactory transit 
service. I believe that the character, functions, powers, and method 
of creation of such an agency need further study. 

But in the meantime, the investigation provided for in Senate bill 
1868 should get underway as proript!y as possible to provide basic 
information which will be needed in framing any future legislation. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Haydock. 
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Mr. Lewis S. Travis, chairman, Fairfax County Public Utilities 
Commission. 

Mr. Travis is not here. 

(Mr. Travis submitted the following statement :) 


STATEMENT OF Lewis S. TrAvis, CHAIRMAN, FatIRFAx County Pusiic UTmiries 
(COM MISSION 


The purpose of Senate Joint Resolution 135 is to provide for unified metro- 
politan area common-carrier regulation by State compact; that of S. 1868, 
principally, to provide for the study by the ICC of facilities, service, and rates 
of common carriers in the same area. 

The testimony of Mr. Glassman endorsing these bills is wholeheartedly 
approved. There is no doubt in anyone's mind that the problem of the local com- 
muter in the Washington area must be given high priority by interested Govern- 
ment agencies and civic groups. 

The examples of local transportation tangles set forth in Mr. Glassman’s testi- 
mony are certainly applicable to Fairfax County. In addition, there is another 
problem—that is, that of the commuter in the outlying areas, in a radius of about 
15 to 25 miles of Washington. There is no railroad service and, accordingly, 
these commuters must use the long-distance bus lines. 

The two lines involved are the TrailWays and Greyhound systems. Trailways, 
which uses Lee Highway for ingress and egress, is slow and this condition is not 
helped by the practice of many persons using the line for transportation to 
and from points covered by existing local bus lines. These people cannot be criti- 
cized for this, because it clearly indicates an existing lack of satisfactory service 
by such local lines. 

One of the Greyhound lines (Atlantic Greyhound) comes down Route 50 
and stops at the same place in Fairfax as the Trailways line, which comes 
down Routes 29 and 211. Instead of the passengers being allowed to change 
from Greyhound to Trailways foe direct Washington transportation, they must 
go by way of Alexandria, a trip at least 7 miles longer. This waste of time 
is due to lack of joint-fare arrangements. 

Another interesting feature on all these lines is the fact that no month-long 
tickets are issued, They all sell 10-trip tickets. This lasts the commuter 1 
week. The tickets, however, are good for 1 month. Thus it is clear that 
shoppers and casual visitors to Washington are being subsidized by the com- 
muters. 

The point has been mentioned that railroad-commutation service is nonex- 
istent. It is obvious, however, that the capabilities for such service are bound- 
less. An eXatmination of the Southern and R. F. & P. systems shows they both 
meet at Lincolnia, Va., and a terminal could be built there with passenger-bus 
transportation to Washington. In that way the whole back-country area could 
be opened up to residential development. These areas are now almost wholly 
unsettled. As a matter of fact, the trains could be brought into Washington 
if a railroad tunnel or an additional railroad bridge were built across the 
Potomac. Conceding the railroad companies may not be financially able to 
build such a structure, it may not be amiss to state that at present but one rail- 
road bridge in this entire area handles virtually all the north-south railroad 
freight and passenger service. Were this one bridge destroyed by enemy air 
action, chaos would undoubtedly result. As a matter of national defense, there- 
fore, another railroad tunnel or bridge should be constructed across the Potomac 
River. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Robert Cox, chairman, Arlington County 
Board. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. COX, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
ARLINGTON COUNTY 


Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is 
Robert W. Cox, and my home address is 3180 North Quincy Street, 
Arlington, Va. I am chairman of the Board of Arlington County. 
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At its regular meeting last Saturday I was formally authorized and. 


directed to represent the board in this hearing. 

My remarks will be very brief. Mr. O. B. Allen, chairman of the 
Arlington Public Utilities Commission, and Mr. Gerald Glassman, 
executive assistant to the commission, have presented detailed testi- 
mony and I will not burden the record with repetitive material. 

As chairman of Arlington’s County Board and as a user of the buses 
and streetcars of the area, I want to say that the committee has given 
us new hope. The pee of the Washington metropolitan area have 
been for too long afflicted with a so-called transit system notorious for 
confusing and inadequate schedules, excessive fares, and slow service. 
Many areas have little or no service at all. Getting from one part of 
the area to another is difficult at best, sometimes impossible, and always 
expensive in both time and money. 

The man to whom time is important, and that includes most of us, 
cannot afford to rely on our unreliable common-carrier system. 

Inadequate public transit has forced many citizens with low incomes 
to purchase and operate automobiles which they cannot afford but 
which, unfortunately, in this area they cannot do without. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, passage of the pro- 
posed legislation would be the first and most important step toward 
solution of the metropolitan area’s chaotic transportation situation, 
I urge favorable action on Senate Joint Resolution 135 and Senate 
bill 1868. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

The CuHairman. Thank you, Mr. Cox? 

Mr. C. Stephen Duvall, Jr. 


STATEMENT OF C, STEPHEN DUVALL, JR., CHAIRMAN, INTER 
FEDERATION COUNCIL 


Mr. Duvautn. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. Stephen Duvall, Jr., 
and I reside at 6520 79th Place, Cabin John, Md. I am chairman of 
the Inter Federation Council. The council is made up of delegates 
from the civic federations of Arlington and Fairfax Counties, Va., the 
District of Columbia, Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties, Md. 

I represent, together with other delegates, the Inter Federation 
Council on the Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Com- 
mittee. We have gone over the testimony presented by Mr. Glassman, 
for the committee, and concur with and second it. Therefore, I will 
not repeat the facts as set forth by Mr. Glassman but will expand on 
one or two points. 

From the make-up of the body of delegates I represent you can see 
that the transportation question of the Washington metropolitan area 
is of vital importance to us. 

The population of the whole area is so interlocked that one section 
alone cannot be served. For instance, we have people living in Wash- 
ington who travel into Maryland and Virginia each day to their work, 
both in Government and private industry. On the other hand we 
have people residing in Maryland and Virginia who daily travel into 
Washington to their work, both in Government and private industry. 

For example, I live in Cabin John, Md., and a few years ago worked 
in Suitland, Prince Georges County, Md., with the Bureau of the 
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Census. To reach it by public transportation, first I had to walk 1 
mile, or go by private conveyance, to the Capital Transit streetcar, 
ride that to Eleventh Street and Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest, 
and transfer to the W. M. & A. bus line, which is a separate company, 
to reach Suitland, consuming from 114 to 2 hours daily each way. 
By private car the trip took about half that time. 

In accordance with action taken by the Inter Federation Council 
I urge early passage by Congress of both Senate Joint Resolution 
No. 135 and Senate bill 1868, including provisions for the necessary 
funds to carry out the prov isions of Senate bill No. 1868. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator O’'Conor. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Duvall one ques- 
tion ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Senator O’Conor. Mr. Duvall, in complimenting you on your very 
clear and concise statement may I ask whether you do not feel, because 
of the very interlocking nature of the problems of the different areas 
to which you referred in your statement, it would be very desirable to 
have a single agency that would have jurisdiction over this trans- 
portation ¢ 

Mr. Duvarw. I think that isthe only solution, Senator. 

Senator O’Conor. Thank you, Mr. Duvall. 

The Cnatrman. Mr. E. D. Campbell. 


STATEMENT OF EDMUND D. CAMPBELL, ARLINGTON 
COUNTY CITIZEN 


Mr. Camrrett. Mr. Chairman, my name is Edmund D. Campbell 
and I reside at 2912 North Glebe Road, Arlington, Va. 

I am appearing before the committee as a citizen of Arlington 
County. I am a former chairman of the Arlington County Board 
and a former chairman of the Arlington Public Utilities Commission. 

I am going to speak, sir, in line with what Senator O’Conor said. 

While the purposes of the two bills now before your committee for 
study are praiseworthy, in my opinion neither of theme goes far 
enough to meet the urgent problems of public transportation now con- 
fronting the people of the District of Columbia and the adjacent met- 
ropolitan area. I would respectfully suggest, sir, that S. 1868 be 
amended now, because the situation is really urgent. I mean that 
something difinitive be done so as to provide for the creation at this 
time of a Federal metropolitan area regulatory commission with ap- 
propriate authority for the control of trans portation rates and serv- 
ices throughout the entire Washington metropolitan area. Such a 
commission should assume the authority over public transportation 
now exercised in Washington by the Public Utilities Commission of 
the District of Columbia and also the authority now vested in the 
Interstate Commerce Commission with respect to interstate transpor- 
tation from nearby Virginia and Maryland. 

The public transportation problems of the Washington metropolits in 
area can be solved only if they are considered as 2 whole. Congress 
unquestion: ably has the authori ity to regulate intrastate District trans- 
portation by virtue of the fact that it is the Federal City. Tt also has 
the authority to regulate transportation between nearby Virginia and 
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the District of Columbia and nearby Maryland and the District of 
Columbia. Creation of a single agency equipped with power to reg- 
ulate these transportation problems as a unit—l might say, sir, that 
the authority to make the investigaiton proposed by S. 1868, which 
could be part of it—is, in my apaon, the only sensible approach to 
the problem. There should probably be a commission of three mem- 
bers, appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate, one of 
whome should be a resident of the District of Columbia, one a resident 
of Virginia and the third a resident of Maryland. 

I believe that such a commission, if established with the neces: ary 
authority, would be able to bring about substantial improvement in 
public transportation in and out of the District of Columbia so that 
busses would be used by more people and would serve the public more 
efficiently. The solution to the problem of congested streets and high- 
ways obviously lies in greater use of public transportation and less 
use of private automobiles. It is fortunate that by virture of the fact 
that the District of Columbia is a Federal city there should be no legal 
difficulties in setting up an area commission to grapple with this prob- 
lem. 

The CHarrMan. Senator, do you have any questions ? 

Senator O’Conor. Mr, Campbell, I have only this question: Do 
you not think, however, that Senator Johnson’s resolution is a neces- 
sary first step ? 

Mr. Campreti. You mean Senate Joint Resolution 135? 

Senator O’Conor. Yes. 

Mr. Campse.y. Well, vou see the Virginia Legislature did not pro- 
ceed to implement any compact at the last session, and it does not 
meet again for 2 years, sir. I am afraid that the situation will be so 
acute before the different jurisdictions act in a confederation that 
nothing effective can be accomplished. 

The Cuarrman. As I understood Mr. Campbell’s proposal, reduc- 
ing it to realities, he contends that the Congress has the authority to 
order the District Utilities Commission to regulate intrastate mat- 
ters within the District. There can be no question about that because 
that is their present function. But Mr. Campbell also contends that 
the Congress could give that Utilities Commission authority and direc- 
tion to regulate the traflic to and from the District into Maryland and 
to and from the District into Vi irginia, and if they travel through 
the District of Columbia reaching Maryland from Virginia or Vir- 
ginia from Maryland, that the Congress could also give the Commis- 
sion power to regulate such traffic because it is interstate traffic. That 
is a new approach to the problem, and I don’t know but what you 
have something very important, Mr. Campbell. We will have to take 
a look at it. Did I state it correctly ? 

Mr. Camppe.i. Yes; except I would assume, sir, it would be a new 
Commission, or at least a Commission in which representatives from 
the two States were also participants. 

The CHarrman. Now if you go into that sort of thing then you 
have got to have a compact. e 

Mr. Camere... No, sir; the chairman misunderstood me. I simply 
mean the members of the Commission—whatever name you give to the 
Commission, if you wish to call it an expanded existing Commission 
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it is all right—should contain the residents of each of the outlying 
States. 

The Crarrman, I see your point. 

Senator O’Conor. That is merely to make a more workable situ- 
ation. In other words, you have to take them from some place and 
you think representation from the immediate areas most affected 
would be the most desirable approach. 

Mr. Campenet.. Would be the most feasible approach. 

The Cuarrman. That is a new approach to this problem. We will 
give it consideration. ‘Thank you very much. 

That completes all of our witnesses for today. ‘Tomorrow we will 
meet at 10 o’clock and we will hear four other witnesses. The hear- 
ing is recessed until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
Thursday, May 22, 1952, at 10 a. m.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
ComMITTEE OF INTERSTATE AND Foreign CoMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room G-16, 
United States C apitol Building, Senator Edwin C. Johnson of Colo- 
rado (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senator Johnson. 

Also present: E. R. Jelsma, professional staff member. 

‘The Cuarrman. The hearing will please come to order. 

Mr. James H. Flanagan, Chairman of the Public Utilities Com- 
mission of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Flanagan, will you come forward, please. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES H. FLANAGAN, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Cuatrman. We are very pleased to have you as a witness, Mr. 
Flanagan, because you have been charged, in rumors at least, with 
being the man who has blocked any efforts to work out this problem. 
So we are glad to have you here to speak for Mr. Flanagan. 

Mr. Firanagan. Thank you for the opportunity. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t know whether we will get you on the de- 
fensive right away, but I am trying to put you on the defensive. 

Mr. FianaGan. That is all right. I have been there for 10 years, 
Senator, and I do not mind being in that position 10 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I found out today that a letter, which I understood 
the District Commissioners had written to you, was not delivered, 
principally because it had to be approved by the Budget Bureau 
and that approval had not been received. In that letter the District 
Commissioners informed you that a representative from the Public 
Utilities Commission would be present at these hearings. 

The CuarrmMan. I am sorry a did not get the letter ‘and I am sor ry 
that the Bureau of the Budget did not want the witness to come. 

Mr. Fianacan. It has been approved, I understand, now and all 
cleared, so I thought at first we would attend and listen carefully and 
if this committee decided to approve either or both of the bills before it 
we would, of course, offer to cooperate in every way. 

I am not going to try to defend that rumor, Mr. Chairman, be- 
cause there is absolutely nothing to it. We have done nothing to block 
this legislation. 
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The CuarrmMan. Have you done anything personally to try to work 
the thing out? 

Mr. Fuanacan. That I want to discuss. 

The CHarrMaNn, Fine. 

Mr. FuanaGan. We have discussed this problem many times among 
ourselves and we recognize that there is a problem. I want to point 
out, first, that the District Commissioners, or the Public Utilities 
Commissioners do not have authority to go beyond the bounds of the 
District of Columbia. We have never attempted to exercise juris- 
diction beyond that given to us by the Congress. However, we have 
never ducked additional responsibilities. 

I noticed the chairman’s reaction to a suggestion made by Mr. 
Campbell yesterday and I want to discuss that briefly, if I may. If 
Congress, in its legislative powers, chooses to give the District of 
Columbia additional powers we will, as usual, do our best to exercise 
those powers to the best of our ability. If Congress chooses to ap- 
point a group composed of representatives of the District, of Mary- 
land, and of Virginia and there again we are called up to cooperate, 
we will do so in every respect within our power. 

I am not going to criticize, because I do not have any more construc- 
tive suggestion that has been made, but I would like to make various 
comments in the hope that our experience will bring something to light 
or will be helpful to the committee. 

The Cuairman. I am glad to have you do that, because it seems 
to me that that is the most constructive proposal that has been brongit 
forth in this whole controversy. It has this very great attraction, that 
Congress can do something about this problem and do it now. 

To arrange for hearings down at the ICC, to develop facts that we 
already know exist, leaves me pretty cold. 1 can’t warm up to it. 
I think this is a time for action, and that proposal does open the 
door to action. 

The two points that ought to be fully developed are, first, Is it legal? 
I am not an attorney, but I cannot see but what it would be perfectly 
legal. 

The second point, Is it practical? On that point we have had no 
testimony yet and I hope you can offer some testimony on the prac- 
ticability of it, and on the legality of it, too, if you are so inclined. 

Mr. FianaGan. I am a layman, Mr. Chairman. Every now and 
then I do express opinions that border on the legal, but I do not pre- 
tend to be a legislative expert. 

Let me tell you how we have operated. We have had a situation 
here among our three regulatory Commissions of the District of 
Columbia, Maryland and Virginia, which I think is unique. We have 
mutual respect for each other; we have enjoyed the utmost confidence 
in each other, and we get the fullest cooperation from both the Mary- 
land and Virginia Commissions when that cooperation is necessary. 

To illustrate, we had a very complex and important hearing dealing 
with rates to be charged by the Potomac Electric Power Co. In the 
past we had made, for the gas in particular, and for the transit com- 
pany allocations dealing with the amount of property and revenue 
and expenses to be allocated between the District of Columbia and 

the neighboring jurisdictions. When it came to the electric com- 
pany we decided that results obtained through allocations are cases, 
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at the very best, some of them adjudicated and some of them not so 
well adjudic ated cases, and there are so many assumptions to be made 
in allocation, particularly dealing with an electric company, that the 
end result is not one to hang your hat on, if I may use that colloquial 
expression. 

So we went all out in our decision, to make a decision on an area 
basis. That is, we took into account the revenues, needs and expenses 
of the electric company in its operations not only in the District of 

Columbia but in Maryland and Virginia, and we made a determina- 
ee on a system basis, on the amount of additional revenue the elec- 
tric company needed. 

Mr. Glassman made a slight error in his presentation yesterday. 
We did not establish rates for Maryland nor for Virginia, because 
that is not within our power, we established rates only for the District 
of Columbia. 

However, there has been agitation for area regulation, and yet 
certain citizens object to our making determinations on an area basis, 
insisting that we must confine our efforts to the District of Columbia. 

We disregarded those protests at this time and made an area 
determination that went to court and our decision and opinion has 
been upheld in its entirety by the lower court. It has not been ap- 
pealed. Whether it will be appealed I don’t know. 

Now you may ask if we can do that for the electric company why 
can’t we do it and why don’t we do it for the transit company. There 
again, basically certain representatives of the citizens insist we must 
make a determination on transit affairs on a District basis, so that we 
a allocate between the Maryland and District operations of the 

Capital Transit Co. when we hold their hearings. 

The difference, too, is this: An electric company, as you can well 
visualize, is a very complicated set-up. You can take Western or 
Eastern Avenues and every lane that crosses those avenues goes from 
the District into Maryland, and allocation is the most complex 
process. 

However, with regard to transit operations, bus lines are limited in 
number. The man-hours and bus-hours devoted to Maryland opera- 
tions can be segregated from those which are conducted within the 
District. Therefore, there is that major difference. In addition to 
that, the transit company, according to the records made before the 
Maryland Commission, have sustained and continued to sustain a loss 
in their operations. Naturally the District citizens would object to 
our imposing fares upon them which would absorb the losses sus- 
tained in Maryland. 

Now, to just give you a little background of the problems which we 
face, when we try to decide to regulate only on the District basis as 
against the area basis—and an area basis of regulation in our opinion 
is the only sound way to conduct our operations because this area is 
so closely knit—under our laws that is not_always necessary, and 
that is the point I want to impress upon you, Mr, C hairman. 

The Cuarrman. You say it is not always necessary 

Mr. Fuanacan. It is not always possible. 

The Cuamman. Is that your word, “necessary” ? 

Mr. Fianacan. It is not always possible because of the laws under 
which we operate. 
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The Cuarrman. That puts a different slant on it. There is a lot of 
difference between “necessary” and “possible.” 

Mr. Fianacan. If I said “necessary” I did not mean it. 

The CuarrMan. You said “necessary,” and I could not follow you. 

Mr. Fianacan. I say it is very advisable, but it is not always pos- 
sible. 

The Cuaiman. .Fine. 

Mr. Fuanacan. There is one point I would like to make here, too. 
I think, in looking through to the end results of any legislation, peo- 
ple should not get the idea that the establishment of another regu- 
latory body is going to result in busses or streetcars running in every 
which direction, nor are fares going to be reduced necessarily as the 
result of the creation of any new body. We still think the laws will 
prevail. We do not think Congress—if you want a legal opinion— 
we do not think Congress, for instance, has the power to compel all 
the companies in this area to furnish services throughout the area. 
So many of the companies—and this is what makes the transit situa- 
tion complex—so many of the companies are not incorporated within 
the jurisdiction of the District of Columbia, some of them are incor- 
porated in the State of Virginia and some in the State of Maryland, 
and all States, as you know, are jealous of their own prerogatives. 

So that, to my mind, the best set-up—and one which is not possible 
of attainment unfortunately at this time—the best set-up would be 
common ownership. Then you would have a management interested 
in serving not only a limited area but an extended area. 

The Cuarrman. Are you talking now about mergers of the trans- 
portation companies serving this area ? 

Mr. Fuanacan. That, I say, would be the simplest set-up, but I do 
not see how it can be obtained within a very short time. 

The Cuatmrman. How can it be attained at any time? You can’t 
make private companies merge; can you 4 

Mr. Fianacan. No; but I am pointing out what would make it sim- 
ple. Back in 1933 a merger act was passed by the Congress which did 
set up—but it was not compulsory, it was desired hy the companies at 
least—which did set up a single transit company to replace two or 
three other companies which had been in existence prior to that time, 
and from that merger emerged the present Capital Transit Co. There 
again I don’t think you can get common ownership unless the eco- 
nomics are recognized, because you still have operation-for-a-profit 
motive, which was mentioned yesterday by one of the witnesses. 

The CHarman. Of course if they can operate privately and each 
one of them is permitted to take its toll, why should they ever merge ? 
Two tolls are better than one toll, and that is what our present 
arrangement provides for. 

Mr. Fuanacan. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. That is one of the objections. 

Mr. Franacan. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. And not only that, in some instances they do not 
even make it convenient for people to pay two tolls. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Well, I attended, as did several other meinbers of 
our Commission, some of the hearings held before the Maryland Com- 
mission, those held in Silver Spring, for example, and the Commission 
was very fair. I think, from the testimony offered and the record 
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made, they took the only action necessary, although they do not need 
my defense in that respect, nor is it my business. But that is why, 
however, I do say that it must be recognized that you do not imme- 
diately replace all the lines that have “been abandoned merely by a 
change of the jurisdictional set-up. 

I do not know, I am perfectly frank to say, I do not know what is 
the best solution for the problem. I recognize that a definite problem 
does exist and I do want to be helpful in its solution. 

So I repeat, if Congress, in its legislative powers, decides that the 
District Commission should be given the additional powers necessary, 
that is all right with me. I would certainly do my best to fulfill 
those obligations. If Congress decides that the area regulation, that 
the representatives of the three jurisdictions compose a new body, that 
is all right with me. That would be along the line of the compact, 
although I think that. under the provisions of the present bill it would 
take some years to work out the setting up of such a compact body. 

I cannot think of anything else. I hope I have given you the history 
of how we conduct our affairs and to assure you I have not tried to 
block this legislation, nor would I do so, and I will cooperate in every 
way possible, and that is as far as I can £0. 

The Cuatrman. That is fine, Mr. Flanagan. We are very pleased 
to have your statement. 

I want to explore with you for just a minute the most recent proposal 
as to how it should be set up. The bill that we have, Senate Joint 
Resolution 135, is copied more or less from the New York Port Au- 
thority, which, of course, is dependent upon compacts with the States 
involved. But here in the District we have a peculiar situation. The 
Congress has two authorities. The Congress has authority over trans- 
portation within the District, and Congress also has the responsibility 
end authority over interstate commerce and interstate transportation. 
So it would appear to me that we do not need a compact in this area. 

The Congress could enact legislation providing for an area com- 
mission and giving that commission authority over the transportation 
in the District, the intrastate traffic; and it coujd also give that com- 
mission special authority over the interstate traffic from Maryland to 
the District, from Maryland through the District to Virginia, from 
Virginia to and from the District, and from Virginia through the 
District to Maryland. 

That is, if this traffic passed through the District this commission 
could have authority over it. It would seem to me—and I am not 
an attorney and I haven’t had an opportunity to discuss this with at- 
torneys—but it would seem to me that such an arrangement would 
be well within the powers of the Congress. 

Now as to its practicability, I am wondering just how it ought to 
be set up. Suppose that we should have a commission of three, one 
from Maryland, one from Virginia and one commissioner from the 
District, these commissioners to be appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate, and suppose that Congress required that 
one commissioner be appointed from Maryland and he should also 
be a member of the Public Utilities Commission, or whatever they 

‘all the commission in Maryland, and the same thing for Virginia 
and the same thing for the District of Columbia; I wonder how that 
would work out ? 
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This new office of course would be entirely independent, legally 
at least, from the District C ommission, from the utilities commission 
in Maryland and the utilities commission in Virginia. They would 
be paid for their services by the United States Government and they 
work for the United States Government. I am wondering how that 
sort of thing would work, or if it would work better just ‘to create a 
new commission and require that one member be a citizen of Maryland, 
another of the District and a third of the State of Virginia, and have 
them entirely independent of the utility commissions Which now exist. 

Which one of these plans would you be inclined to support? I 
know I am asking you for a horseback opinion, because doubtless the 
proposal is as new to you as it is to the committee, but which one of 
these plans would appeal to you now as the most feasible, expedient, 
and effective! 

Mr. Fianacan. That is difficult, but I will try to give you as 
honest an answer as I can, Mr. Chairman. Based on the experience 
1 have had, with 10 years’ collaboration with the adjoining juris- 
dictional set-ups, the first, offhand, would appeal to me, because, as 
I say, based on my past experience, you would get complete coopera- 
tion, friendliness in approach, and fairness in ‘approach, and it ap- 
pears to me under that set-up you would have less conflict. 

I think one of the first Selections: you are going to be faced with 
is the jealousy with which all regulatory bodies guard the powers 
given to them. That is natural. I, at the present moment, consider 
niyself, appointed by the President, obligated to guard the interest of 
the residents of the District of Columbia. When anything is suggested 
that to me appears about to impose upon my charges an additional 
burden, to the benefit of those in the neighboring States, my natural 
reaction is, “Now wait a minute, I have got a job here to protect the 
citizens in the District.” 

If, therefore, the members of the same commissions were put on this 
new body, I think that would be reduced to a minimum and each 
member would take on, as an additional duty to those he pr esently 
has and without too much conflict with his present duties, those im- 
posed by the Congress to effectuate regional regulation. That would 
be my first choice, “and it is a selfish choice, I will admit that. 

The CuHarrman. Of course this is a world ruled by selfishness. Even 
though we throw rocks at selfishness, we would not have a civilization 
or progress or anything else if it were not for selfishness. So I don’t 
know that that is any stigma to be attached to views on this subject. 

Well, we thank you very much for your appearance here and for 
your testimony. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrmMan. Just a minute, I have another question here. This 
is not my question, this I had handed to me. 

There has been a widespread demand for years that a transfer 
system be worked out whereby Virginia and Maryland commuters 
could transfer to the Capital Transit lines after entering the District 
of Columbia. Have you ever discussed this matter with either the 
Virginia or Maryland Public Service Commissions? 

As I understand the question, it is that two different. companies 
bring passengers into Washington and after they get within the Dis- 
trict, after they are here and. under your jurisdiction, that they be 
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permitted to transfer from one transportation facility to another 
within the District. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Well, the answer to that question is “No.” I have 
not discussed that particular matter with the commissioners of Mary- 
land nor of Virginia. 

The CuarrmMan, Well then, the next question is, if not why not 4 

Mr. FLanacan. Well, you are dealing with two distinctly unrelated 
corporations, two or more unrelated corporations, not commonly 
owned in any respect whatsoever, set up in various jurisdictions, and 
I think the same problem comes up as has been present in all the rela- 
tions. That mala amount to a joint fare, I presume, which would 
be the only way to do it. 

I don’t see how we or Virginia would have the power to impose upon 
our local operating company the obligation to issue a transfer to 
patrons on the Virginia line who are brought within the District of 
Columbia without compensation. 

The CuHatrMan. Would it be desirable to have that sort of arrange- 
ment made? 

Mr. Fuanacan. Well, that is one of the things that probably will 
have to be worked out through the legislation that this committee is 
now considering, I think, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Yes, but this whole arrangement is within the 
District, and you are the papa in the District. "The passengers are in 
the District, the facilities are in the District, everything is in the 
District. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Oh, yes, but they come from a neighboring State. 
As I understood the question, they come in from Virginia. 

The CuarrmMan. Yes, one may come from Virginia and another 
from Maryland. 

Mr. FianaGan. Yes. 

The CHarrMan. But the point we are talking about is that it all 
takes place in the District. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Well, I can’t quite see it that way, Mr. Chairman. 
You have an interstate passenger and suddenly you want to give 
him the advantages of being an intrastate passenger. If I understand 
the question to be without additional charge for the transfer, then 
I say definitely we do not have that power. 

The Carman. All right, let us get rid of this interstate passenger 
and let us take up an intrastate passenger. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Yes. 

The CuatrMan. We will say he travels on one facility in one part 
of the District and then he uses the facilities of another tranporta- 
tion company to go tosome other part of the District, and he is within 
the District all the time, every step of the way, would that make any 
difference ¢ 

Of course, the point in the question is, have you conferred with 
Virginia or Maryland, and if not why not é 

Mr, Fianagan. I answered that. 

The Cuairman. You say it is a problem that is bigger than the 
District, but that does not keep you from conferring with these 
other commissions. 

Mr. Fuanacan. That is true. I answered the first part “No; I have 
not.” 
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The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. FLanaGan. I was trying to explain the reason for not having 
done so. 

The Cuatrrman. Yes, why not? 

Mr. Fuanacan. I have not satisfied you on my why not yet, Mr. 
Chairman, apparently. 

The CuairMan. Yes, not wholly on the two points. Why not? 

Mr. FLanacan. Just through my own feeling through the years. 
I supposed we were dealing with companies incor porated i in separate 
States, with two different types of travel, and we would not have the 
power to impose upon the Capital Transit Co., for example. 

The CHairmMan. No, but you have power to confer. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Yes: that is true. 

There is no good reason for not having done so, except that problem 
never appealed to me in that fashion. That is the only honest answer 
I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrMan. It would seem to me your answer might very well 
be you have power to confer, but neither you nor the utilities com- 
missions in Maryland and Virginia, all of you combining your powers, 
has ever done it. That would seem to me like it might be a reasonable 
answer, but I am wondering about the interstate passenger. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. We do have one set- -up, which is not as important 
as the one which you are posing to me now, Mr. Chairman, where we 
hold formal hearings with respect to that very question, the ability 
of the Commission to impose upon the ¢ Capital Transit Co. and the 
Washington, Marlboro, and Annapolis Motor Coach Co. the free inter- 
change of transfers. It wound up by the two companies getting 
together and agreeing to the elimination of a 2-cent charge which 
formerly existed for a transfer and putting into effect a free inter- 
change of transfers between those two nonaffiliated lines. That is a 
minor operation and in the number of passengers involved is com- 
paratively small, but that was done, oh, 6 or 7 years ago, and it is still 
in effect. 

That is not nearly as broad as the question which has been handed 
to you to propound to me, however. 

The CHarrman. Well, thank you very much. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. The Americans for Democratic Action—ADA— 
Mr. Gardner Jackson. 


STATEMENT OF GARDNER JACKSON, VICE PRESIDENT, WASHING- 
TON CHAPTER, AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION 


Mr. Jackson. My name is Gardner Jackson. I reside at 1410 
Twenty-ninth Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Chairman, this is really a ‘duplic ‘ration of what has already 
been said, so I will read it very quickly. It is a brief statement. 

The CuairmMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Jackson, The Washington chapter of Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action weleomes this opportunity to join with other citizens 
of the Washington metropolitan community in appearing before this 
committee. We share with these citizens, and with many of the 
Members of the Congress, a concern for the transit service provided 
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in the Washington area. Local transportation, like local telephone 
and mail service, is one of the essentials of communication among 
our citizens. And even more so, efficient transportation is basic to 
the efficient and punctual performance of our jobs, our business and 
social errands, and the continued functioning of commercial mer- 
chandising by the stores from which we do our purchasing. Any 
deterioration in the transportation services within this community 
detracts from the normal and peaceful workings of this metropolis. 

We have requested to appear before this committee because we 
believe that, by design or inadvertence, the public transportation 
afforded to the Capital of the United States is rapidly deteriorating, 
and that remedial measures are necessary. 

Unfortunately, we are not ina position to lay before you a technical 
analysis of the reasons for the apparent crisis in public transporta- 
tion. Nor can we articulate for you the steps that are necessary to 
bring about a change in this situation. Our members have studied 
and discussed the problems of local transit in civie workshops con- 
ducted by ADA and in collaboration with other interested civic 
groups. 

| might interject here that our membership is about 900. It ranges 
around 900 members, a large proportion of whom are Government 
employees. We have agreed upon several hypotheses which we think 
are basic to a solution. But we are convinced that a much more 
thorough and expert evaluation of the problem is needed than can 
be provided by civic groups. We come to you because we find that 
we have exhausted all other reasonable avenues for finding help. 

Prior to this appearance ADA tried two approaches to the prob- 
lem. Convinced by our own analysis that rate increases drive away 
the necessary mass basis which can permit a local transportation 
monoloply to meet its expenses and earn a fair return, we have ap- 
peared as intervenors before the District Public Utilities Commis- 
sion. Several of our members voluntarily sacrificed several weeks 
of their own time, with consequent personal loss of income, to appear 
before the local Commission. We found that we are no match for 
the accumulation of technical personnel and financial resources of 
a determined public utility. The utility can hire extremely persua- 
sive and competent advocates, and it can pay for them as part of the 
normal operating expenses of providing transportation. Tronically, 
while local riders in effect pay the cost of the transit utility’s case 
for higher rates, riders are not sufliciently organized to pay for their 
own side of the case. No citizens’ groups, appearing as intervenors 
can afford to pay the standard fee of $100 a day for the experts sie 
battle before utility commissions. 

Having found that we could make no dent upon the thinking of the 
local Utility Commission by appearing in rate cases as intervenors 
ADA tried a second tack. When a Reon on the service of the 
major local transit company was called recently we again appeared 
before the local Utilities Commission. Rather than fight a long 
step-by-step battle of testimony and cross-examination, we prepared 
a statement of what we thought were the factors contributing to the 
deteriorated transit service, and we submitted a number of suggestions 
for mitigating this undesirable trend. We requested the District 
Commission to study and consider these matters. We still think that 
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these hypotheses and suggestions merit attention, and therefore ask 
permission to state these ideas for you at this time in a summary 
form: 

1. Higher rates which discourage use of transit facilities are no 
solution to transit ills. We must avoid the vicious circle of higher 

rates—fewer passengers carried—consequent higher unit costs—fur- 
ther rate increases—ad infinitum. It is elementary economics that, 
with a given capital investment, as higher fares lead to decreased use 
of equipment, each of the remaining riders must bear a greater pro- 
portion of the cost of the capital equipment and the cost of running 
suc “) equipment, which requires still further fare increases. 

It is discouraging to pay taxes for swimming pools, picnic 
‘idiaiaos and other recreation facilities—mostly for the use of our 
youngsters—if transportation to reach these facilities is conceived 
of as a high price-low volume business. 

3. Part of the problem is attributable to the lack of area-wide inte- 
grated service and joint fares. Meeting this problem must be given 
top priority. 

4. Part of the high cost of local transit is attributable to the con- 
tinued use of comparatively uneconomical carriers, such as streetcars, 
particularly in downtown areas. Furthermore, these streetcars add 
to the local traffic problem by their lack of maneuverability. 

5. A flat 15-cent cash fare for a short-haul shopping errand is so 
steep as to discourage the use of transit facilities. Consideration 
should be given to zone-fare differentials. 

6. The PUC should examine the use of off-peak fare differentials 
to maximize the use of equipment, and to narrow the gap between 
peak-load requirements and the average load of operation. 

Having stated these ideas last July 30, 1951, we concluded: 

We think that in the absence of any initiative and enterprise by transit man- 
agement, it is incumbent upon the Commission, either on its own or by hiring 
outside staff, to make a thorough study of what is wrong with the way Wash- 
ington’s transit system now operates and what can be done to improve it. We 
do not subscribe to the theory that the Public Utilities Commission sits in-.a 
judicial capacity and decides its case only upon the record made before it by 
the intervening parties. The Commission must take action on its own. It must 
act for the people. 

It is our sad duty to state that almost 10 months after the hear- 
ings on the question of transit service no decision in this matter has 
been rendered. And no moves to explore some of the possible reme- 
dial steps we suggested have been undertaken. We don’t know what 
the local Commission is thinking, or if it really cares about the local 
transit problem. They seem to be “ led on dead center 

In all fairness to them, we do recognize that the problem i is bigger 
than the local Washington Commission. It is obvious that it is an 
area rather than a local W ashington matter. We concur in Mr. 
Glassman’s statement of the transit situation for the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transportation Committee. We have presented 
our position to your committee because we think it may help to point 
up some of the problems. The meeting of these problems calls for two 
mi yor steps: 

1. Immediate informal integration of the service of transit com- 
panies in the area, and the application of a unified regulatory approach, 
and 
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2. The appointment of a competent group of analysts, backed by 
proper financial resources, to study and pinpoint the area problems 
and the appropriate solutions to these problems. 

We call upon the Congress, through this committee, to help the 
citizens of the community, as well as the transit companies and their 
investors, to rationalize the transit service that must be maintained 
if business and commerce, let alone recreation, are to be possible in 
this community. 

Mr. Chairman, your suggestion that you now just made to Chair- 
man Flanagan is the first time I have heard that proposal. On our 
little workshop committee in the ADA we have two or three lawyers 
included, who are Government lawyers, as well as some economists. 
I would like to submit that idea to them, as you outlined it here, and 
get their reaction to that concept. 

The Cuarrman. The committee would be tremendously pleased to 
have you do that. 

Mr. Jackson. I would like to very much. 

The CuHarrMan. We are groping for light. It does seem to me 
that here is a problem that we all admit exisis and yet we don’t do 
anything about it. We just let it drag on. It would seem to me that 
Congress is not without power to remedy this thing, if Congress 
wanted to do it. So I would be very pleased if you would talk to 
your attorneys on the legal points and discuss with your group the 
practicability of such an approach. 

Mr. Jackson. We will submit a written estimate of this approach. 

The CuarrMan. Fine. That will be very welcome, and we thank 
you very much for your appearance here this morning. 

Mr. Ross Eckler, Assistant Administrator, Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS ECKLER, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Ecxier. My name is Ross Eckler and If reside at 3643 Brandy- 
wine Place, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to submit a statement from the Secre 
tary of Commerce commenting on Senate Joint Resolution 135 as 
indicating support of that resolution, The absence of any comment 
concerning S. 1868 does not mean that the De ane nt has any objec- 
tion to that. They were not asked to comment upon that and there 
fore did not undertake to do so. 

The CuairMan. Well, we are very glad to have your comment, and 
to have the Secretary’s comment on Senate Joint Resolution 135. 
Did you have any statement to make? 

Mr. Eckurr. Mr. Chairman, I wish to apologize for failing to ob- 
serve the requirement that a prepared statement be submitted. I 
was not aware of the fact that a prepared statement was necessary, 
so with vour indulgence I would like to speak inforn ally about ow 
interest in this matter. 

The Cuamman. Surely, you may proceed. The Secretary’s letter 
will be made a part of the record at this point. 

The Cuamman. You may proceed, 

Mr. Eexuer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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The CuarrMan. We have a reply with respect to the other bill that 
we received some time ago, and that will also be inserted in the record 
at this point, so we will have the Secretary’s position on both bills for 
the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, May 22, 1952. 
Hon. Epwin C, JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

IyeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in further reply to your communication 
of May 5, 1952, requesting the comments of this Department concerning Senate 
Joint Resolution 135, a resolution granting the consent of Congress to the States 
of Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter into a compact 
or agreement providing for the unified regulation of common carriers transport- 
ing passengers by street railways and motor vehicles within certain areas of 
such States and the District of Columbia. 

The problems involved in this proposed resolution are of considerable impor- 
tance to a large number of Department of Commerce employees, especially those 
employed by the Bureau of the Census in Suitland, Md. 

hiffective control of mass passenger transport in the Washington metropolitan 
area as a practical matter appears to be impossible under the present three-way 
regulation, i. e., the District Public Utilities Commission, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and the Maryland Public Utilities Commission. Unitied regulatien, 
properly administered, should prove beneficial both to the public and to the 
transportation operating Companies as well. 

In view of the reasons given above, the Department of Commerce favors the 
enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 135, 

Due to the shortness of time, we were unable to secure clearance of this report 
from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES SAWYER, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

The Cuatrman. Now you may proceed. 

Mr. Ecxuer. Mr. Chairman, I am speaking in my capacity as Dep- 
uty Director of the Bureau of the Census. I am particularly inter- 
ested in this bill, not only because of its impact upon the Bureau of 
the Census but also because of an earlier interest of my own in public 
utility economics. 

My doctoral dissertation was prepared in public utility statistics, 
and I worked for several vears in the Harv: ee Business School on the 
subject of public utilities economics, and I did a minor amount of 
teaching in that connection. So this is of rather great interest to me 
na field I used to do some work in. 

The Bureau of the Census wishes very definitely to indicate its sup- 
port for both of the bills, Senate Joint Resolution 135 and .S. 1868. 
We believe that we have a rather unusual situation but one which 
will become more common as a greater number of Federal agencies are 
forced to disperse from the center of town and locate outside of the 
District of Columbia. As you may know, we are located about a mile, 

little bit over a mile outside the District line, outside of southeast 
Washington. 

We have tremendous fluctuations in employment in the Bureau, 
at the times when we take the complete census of population, housing, 
agriculture, and manufacture, business, and so on. As an indication 
of the swing of employment I might note that from late 1949 to the 
latter part of 1950 our employees quadrupled in number. and most 
of that inerease was at the headquarters organization. There was 
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some increase in Philadelphia also, but the great part of it was here. 
So we have the problem of recruiting for short periods of time very 
large numbers of people, training them, and of course later on they 
are , dropped from the rolls as our work terminates. The nature of the 
employment being temporary, these people often come to the District 
for short periods of time. 

‘acilities for living are not generally available for this kind of 
employee out in the suburban areas and a great number of them have 
to come to the District where there is a larger number of rooming 
houses and facilities for single rooms. So we have tremendous num- 
bers of people who have to be transported from the District about a 
mile and a quarter to our headquarters in Suitland, Md. That involves 
the use of two transportation systems, the Capital Transit and W. M. 
& A. bus lines. 

The rates which we have had to pay are an extremely serious charge 
for the lower level clerical employees. At the present time the em- 
ployee who uses public transportation to proceed from the District of 
Columbia to our place pays 70 cents a day. That involves, for em- 
ployees at the lower clerical rates of say $2,500 a year, the payment of 
approximately 7 percent of his salary for transportation to and from 
work. 

That is a serious factor, one which caused a good deal more turn- 
over in our organization than we counted on. In one case, for example, 
we expected, in a short-time operation, we weuld have our employees 
on the average of about 11, weeks. Instead of having them 11 weeks 
we had them on the average only of 514 weeks. In other words, about 
the time when a person got so he knew the job, he was leaving and 
somebody else had to be trained. 

We find, from interviewing these people who leave, that the cost of 
transportation is very typically cited as one of the major factors lead- 
ing them to seek jobs in town, or somewhere else. They can save 
approximately $100 a year by shifting from a clerical job in the 
Bureau in Suitland to a similar clerical job in Washington. 

The CHarrMan. I suppose it not only costs them money but costs 
them a lot of time and inconvenience. 

Mr. Ecxuer. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is also a serious factor. 

The CHairMan. How far are your offices from the Capitol Building ? 

Mr. Ecxirr. About 6 miles, I believe. 

I would like to refer specifically to the very sharp increase in rates. 
[ believe that there is no arrangement at present, as Chairman Flana- 
gan said, for free transfers. "There was such arr angement between 
these two systems, but in December 1950, the arrangement, from which 
we had benefited, was canceled and the rates for our employees for 
transportation doubled within a period of + months. 

There were two changes within a period of 4 months which brought 
the rates from 35 cents a day to 70 cents a day. 

it may be noted that employees who live at Fairfax Village, which 
is one of these garden-type apartments just inside the District line in 
southeast Washington, are located about 2 miles from the Census. If 
they use public transportation from that apartment place they ride 
2 miles and pay 20 cents. That is 10 cents a mile, which is appreciably 
above the 7-cent figure that I noted in Mr. Glassman’s testimony yes 
terday as being oppressive. It was pointed out that rate was so high 
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that it forced people to use automobiles, because it cost more than 
operating a car. 3 

We have those people who are just inside the District line who pay 
a charge of 10 cents a mile. It might be slightly more than that. It 
appears to me, on the basis of my previous experience with public- 
utility economics, that we are in a situation where the rate structure is 
contrary to the best interests of the utility companies themselves. 
1 don’t think there is any question that in the case of the Bureau it 
has led to a far greater use of private cars than would otherwise be 
involved. We have a parking lot with a tremendous number of cars. 

Kach day people are coming in because of the high rates in many 
Cases. 

I think also there is a tendency to encourage group riding in taxi- 
cabs and other methods of transportation which place more burden 
upon streets and upon bridges and cause congestion. 

It would also appear to me that the companies themselves might 
have something to gain from having a single agency to which they can 
look for decisions regarding the service, rates, and so on, rather than 
having to look to two, or possibly in some cases three, different 
agencies. 

So, in summary, I should like to emphasize that, from the point of 
view of the Government, which has a real stake in getting its employees 
back and forth to work at rates which are fair, from the point of view 
of the public which has some concern, and from the point of view of 
the companies themselves, these bills, which would make possible an 
approach toward unification and coordination, appear highly 
desirable. 

Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. We appreciate your views and the information you 
have given us, Mr. Eckler. 

Mr. Allen J. O’Brien, Department of Defense, Air Force. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN J. O'BRIEN, LAND TRANSPORT DIVISION, 
DIRECTORATE OF TRANSPORTATION, HEADQUARTERS, UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE, ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY E. DEMENT, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (AIR FORCE) 


Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Chairman, I am with the Department of Defense 
(Air Force), Land Transport Division of the Directorate of Trans- 
portation, but my appearance here today is on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. I have a prepared statement here, if you would 
care to have me read it. 

The CHatrman. All right, vou may proceed. 

Mr. O’Brien. The Department of Defense appreciates this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee to present its views on Senate 
Joint Resolution 135, a joint resolution granting the consent of Con- 
gress to the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of 
Columbia to enter into a compact or agreement providing for the 
unified regulation of common carriers transporting passengers by 
street railways and motor vehicles within certain areas of such 
States and the District of Columbia. 

On May 1, 1951, the County Board of Arlington County, Va., filed 
a petition with the Interstate Commerce Commission urging an in- 
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vestigation of tr ansportation facilities, services, and rates in the 
Washington, D. C., metropolitan area. The Department of the Air 
Force, for and on behalf of the Department of Defense, on May 15, 
1951, joined with the petitioners in their request for relief as outlined 
in the petition and stated in part: 

The present lack of adequate transfer arrangements and proper scheduling 
as between transportation companies, the failure to establish through routes, 
and, except for the relief afforded through the joint fare ordered by the Coi- 
inission in Passenger Fares Between the District of Columbia and Nearby Vir- 
ginia (256 1. C. C. 768, et al.) the separate fares charged by the companies in 
volved result in unreasonable transportation costs and in unnecessary delay 
in travel by such employees, making it difficult for the Department of Defense 
and its constituent departments and boards to retain and recruit personnel. 

sv its order of November 13, 1951, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, citing lack of administrative funds, declined to enter upon 
the requested investigation. 

Within the geographical area covered by Senate Joint Resolution 
135, the Department of Defense operates some 91 different locations 
which employ approximately 150,000 people. Of this number, some 52 
separate offices and establishments are at the seat of the government 
and employ nearly 70,000 military and civilian personnel. ‘The people 
employed in these estblishments are domiciled either in Washington or 
in contiguous counties in Maryland and Virginia. Consider ably more 
than 50 percent of these people depend primarily upon public trans- 
portation, 

As you are no doubt aware, the transit company serving Washing- 
ton generally confines its physical operations to the boundaries of the 
District of Columbia. With one or two exceptions, the transit com- 
panies serving the areas surrounding the District in Maryland and 
Virginia likewise serve only their particular area and do not operate 
physically into the District of Columbia. Since the establishments 
of the Department of Defense are widely scattered throughout this 
area, it involves, in m: inv instances, interch anging at various points to 
complete a journey from the employee’s home to his place of employ- 
ment and his return to home. In fact, a large number of the person- 
nel are required to travel over transportation lines of two or more 
companies in ane r to reach their respective places of employment. 
For example, Cameron Station is readily accessible only from Alex- 
andria: Gravelly Point is difficult to reach from points other than 
Washington and Alexandria. Such transportation with the conse- 
quent interchange is arduous, often circuitous and time-consuming. 
Whether or not it is due to this fact there has been over the past 2 
years a marked increase in the use of private transportation by em- 
ployees at these establishments for going to and from work. In fact, 
the parking facilities at the Pentagon were enlarged in 1951 to ac- 
commodate this growing use of private transportation by the em- 
ployees at that establishment. All of this contributes to and ag- 
gravates the traflic conditions in and around Washington which have 
been deplored recently by the public press and many influential 

citizens. 

Finally, for many military activities and installations, including 
the Pentagon, transportation service is greatly curtailed or even 
eliminated after rush hours. This makes it very difficult for em- 
ployees working overtime to reach their homes expeditiously. 








60 WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT PROBLEM 


Aside from the absence of unified facilities and services is the 
question of fares. Except for the joint fares ordered by the Commis- 
sion in Passenger Fares between the District of Columbia and near- 
by Virginia, mentioned above, there is a total absence of through 
fares elsewhere in the Washington, D. C., metropolitan area. The 
assessment of combination fares for travel in this area places an un- 
reasonable finanical burden on the vast number of employees in the 
low-salaried brackets in going and coming from wore Moreover, 
insofar as the employees in the higher pay brackets are concerned, 
the absence of adequate and convenient public transportation facilities 
plus the combination fare situation may be the difference between 
driving an automobile and using public transportation facilities. 

In conclusion, it must be said that the present services and fares 
of the transit agencies serving Washington and the metropolitan area 
are inimical to good Department of Defense personnel relations and 
in many instances constitute the difference between securing or not 
securing a satisfactory employee at one of the military establish- 
ments. Consequently, the Department of Defense is interested in 
legislation having as its purpose the alleviation of the ills that now 
beset. the public transit system of the District of Columbia and its 
metropolitan area. 

The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Mr. O’Brien. Is there any- 
thing else that you desire to say, or that your assistant. desires to say ? 

Mr. O'Brien. No, sir. Mr. Dement, also of the Department of 
Defense. is available for any questions you might. have, and I am also 
available. 

The Cuatrman. I think your statement is very clear. The commit- 
tee has no questions at the present time. You have no statement to 
make, Mr. Dement / 

Mr. Dement. No, sir. 

The Cuairman. Yesterday we had listed Mr. John H. Connaugh- 
ton, public-utilities chairman, Federation of Citizens Associations ; 
and observer for District Commissioners at area committee sessions. 
We are glad you are able to be with us today, Mr. Connaughton, and 
you may proceed. . 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. CONNAUGHTON, MEMBER OF THE WASH- 
INGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE, 
AND PUBLIC UTILITIES CHAIRMAN, FEDERATION OF CITIZENS 
ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Connaveuton. Mr. Chairman, my name is John H. Connaugh- 
ton and my addess is 717 District National Building, Washington, D.C. 

I was detained yesterday by the session of the United States district 
court, which I had not anticipated at the time we listed ourselves as 
being ready to testify. I filed a statement with you, and in addition to 
what I have said there, which I will not read, I will make a few short 
remarks and answer any questions which you desire to have answered. 

I think the discussion this morning has indicated to us that the 
principal thing we need is a study of this whole area problem. There 
are a number of things that have suggested this, that emphasize it very 
materially. For instance, the question was raised on the transfers for 
passengers coming in here in interstate transportation and then going 
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into intra-District transportation to some other point. I think at the 
present moment we are entirely without any authority on the part of 
the District Commission or the commissions of the States of Maryland 
or Virginia, to do anything about that problem, and in all probability 
it 1s so eae that the Interstate Commerce Commission could not 
handle it, because it involves transportation in the District finally 
which is an intra-District proposition and anything which you might 
do to regulate that would impose a burden upon the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. You can't get away from that. 

The thing we think that is needed here is a complete, thorough study 
that will indicate, first, what the problem is, and then suggest a solu- 
tion, and we believe the agency the most competent to m: ake that study 
is the Interstate Commerce Commission. We realize they can’t do it 
without sufficient funds being provided for that purpose. 

Then let me say this in addition. [have been studying this problem 
for about 10 years and have appeared many times before the Public 
Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia, and those men are 
struggling with a problem and honestly trying to solve it. It is a little 
difficult. It arises from the fact that we have a little island 6 by 10 
miles square and the utilities of the carrier slop over the District from 
the States of Maryland and Virginia, and the portion that is on the 
outside is beyond their jurisdiction. 

I don’t know just what character of body we ought to set up. I 
think that is the purpose of the study. I am satisfied that we will 
need an enabling act or resolution, somewhat of the nature as the one 
suggested, in order to make a foundation for what we do. [| think I 
differ with you somewhat on the point that you now have the authority 
to do the thing that needs to be done. Whatever you do is going to 
have to subtract something from Maryland and subtract something 
from Virginia, and you can’t do that without the agreement of the 
Legislatures of those States, and also any compact that was made 
would have to be made between those States and the District. 

The Carman. That is a very strange theory. If that were the 
basis of the constitutional powers of Congress to regulate commerce, 
and Congress coutd not do anything that would in any way affect any 
one of the loc al jurisdictions or any one of the States, because it might 
adversely affect the citizens of that State, it seems to me that Con- 
gress would be completely stymied forever and a day from doing 
anything. 

Mr. Connavucuron. That does not follow as the natural course of 
reasoning. 

The Cuarrman. It does in my reasoning. 

Mr. ConnavcutTon. Congress can regulate interstate commerce, but 
it cannot do anything about regulating intrastate commerce. 

The CuatrMan. Are not you talking about interstate commerce ? 

Mr. ConnaceurTon. In one particular you are, and in another you 
are not. 

The Cuatrman. In what particular are you not ? 

Mr. Connacenton. In the question of transfers between the two 
companies, one coming into the District and the other operating en- 
tirely within the District. 
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The Cuarrman. Can you think of any regulation of transportation 
in this country that does not affect, in some way or another, one of 
the States? 

Mr. ConnavucutTon. Yes; all of it does, but it might also affect com- 
merce between the States and it might at the same time affect com- 
merce within the State. Congress has no authority to affect the com- 
merce within the State. 

The Cuairman. No, and there is no proposal to do anything about 
that. 

Mr. ConnavenTon. How are you going to solve the area problem 
unless you do have a commission or an organization of some kind that 
does have authority to act on both ? 

The CHarrMAn. Congress has the authority. 

Mr. Connaveuron. It has the authority only to regulate interstate 
commerce. 

The CHatrman. That is right, and that is all the Congress could 
delegate to any commission. It could not delegate anything to a com- 
mission to regulate intrastate problems outside of the District, but it 
can on intrastate matters within the District. 

Mr. Connaventon. Well, that is true, but it could approve a com- 
pact between Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia, in 
which instance Congress would have to act for the District of Colum- 
bia, setting up an area commission, and you could not do that without 
the agreement of the States of Virginia and Maryland. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t agree with you at all. Of course, attorneys 
might be able to talk me out of it, but I can’t see how there would 
be any difficulty with respect to that point. I think Congress has 
the power and authority now to set up a commission that w ould be an 
area commission, in effect, so far as interstate commerce is concerned. 

Mr. Connavucuron. You have my permission to go ahead and do it 
if you think it will stand up in court, but I don’t think it will. 

The Cuamman. So far as interstate commerce is concerned. 

Mr. Connaventron. When you say that, then you limit the power. 

The Cuarrman. If anyone thinks the Congress does not have this 
power, then we might as well not attempt to solve the problem if we 
feel it cannot be solved without something being done about intrastate 
matters. 

Mr. ConnavGuton. Yes; something has to be done about intrastate 
matters. 

The Cuarman. Well, we have your permission. 

Mr. ConnavGuron. And also interstate. I think there is where 
your trouble is. We are going to have to study that to determine 
what you can do, as well as to ‘determine the final solution. 

The Crarman. I see you have a lot of cold water with you. 

Mr. Connaventon. I am facing you with a big problem, and it is 
the one we ought to study, to see w hat we are doing 

The Cuamman. I can understand why a lot ak want endless 
studies; I can understand why a lot of interests would suggest a study. 
That is one of the instruments of delay which is resorted to time after 
time. We know what the problem is here now, and yet it is advoeated 
that we set up some kind of plan for another 10 years’ study. 

Mr. Connaventon. I don’t think you need 10 years’ study. 

The Caiman. How long do we need to study it? 
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Mr. Connaveuton. That ought to be ready at the end of a year. 

The Cuarrman. You say it ought to be? 

Mr. ConnavuGuron. Two years at the outside, and I think it is very 
evident to all of us that we do not know what to do right now. 

The Cuarrman. It may be very evident to you, but I can’t share in 
that lack of vision. 1 think I see a clear way to solve this problem, 
or at least set up the agencies to solve it. After all, it has got to be 
solved by an agency. 

Mr. Connaventon. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And it is not proposed they are going to act with- 
out. studying it, without hearings and without making an effort to 
understand the particular indiv idual and special problems which they 
will have. 

Mr. Connaventon. I think they would. 

The Cuarrman. I think we understand the general problem. 

That is all we need, to understand the general problem. 

Mr. Connaventon. I think the particular problem we are facing 
now is that we do not have the agency to do it. That is what we 
want. We want an agency set up that has the authority to do it. I 
think the Interstate Commerce Commission has the authority. 

The Cnairman. At least you and I have found something upon 
which we can agree. 

Mr. Connaventon. I am glad you do. 

The Cuarrman. There is an agency to do that. 

Mr. Connavenuton. That is what we want: we want an agency im- 
mediately. 

The CuarrMan. Well, we are not far apart then. 

Thank you, Mr. Connaughton. 

(Mr. Connaughton submitted the following statement :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. CONNAUGHTON, MEMBER OF THE WASHINGTON METRO- 
POLITAN AREA TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 


My name is John H. Connaughton. I am a past president of the Federation 
of Citizens Associations of the District of Columbia and a member of the execu- 
tive board of the federation now, and have been so for 10 years. I am now 
chairman of its public-utilities committee. I am also a delegate to the Inter 
federation Council, which is an organization made up of representatives of 
Citizens Associations of Prince Georges County and Montgomery County, Md., 
and like representatives of Fairfax and Arlington Counties, Va., and delegates 
from the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of Columbia. This 
organization deals with problems of the metropolitan area, which includes the 
several communities above mentioned. 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Committee is composed 
of representatives of the various municipalities which are named as comprising 
the Interfederation Conference, and has worked closely with it, and in harmony 
in all particulars, 

I have had a part in determining the policy of this Area Transportation Com- 
mittee, and have read and considered the statement made by its secretary, Mr. 
Gerald J. Glassman. To simply reiterate the statements which he has made 
would be a useless waste of time of this committee, and would add nothing to 
the information desired by this body. Let me say that I coneur fully with the 
position taken in that statement, and it has my hearty endorsement. 

In addition, I have been authorized to speak on behalf of the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, and it is their feeling that we need an 
over-all study of transportation problems in the metropolitan area, and that 
probably a study of utility problems in the entire area would be helpful. We 
feel that the best agency for making such a study and survey is. the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, as it has the facilities with which to perform a real 
service and do a finished job of it. 
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I am certain that we need a comprehensive study of the problems involved, 
and basic findings which will materially assist us in the solution of this problem. 
We will have to have this study, in my opinion, before we can secure the necessary 
enabling acts from the legislatures of Virginia and Maryland; and certainly 
this information will be helpful to the Congress in determining what legislation 
to enact, if any is desirable. 

We need to know more about the questions that are involved in this complex 
metropolitan area, in order to arrive at a sane solution of them. I am in entire 
agreement with the statement made by the secretary of our area committee, 
Mr. Glassman. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. E. Erwin Dollar. 


STATEMENT OF E. ERWIN DOLLAR, REPRESENTING ASSOCIATED 
TAXICAB OPERATORS 


Mr. Dotiar. My name is Erwin Dollar, and my address is 1300 
Thirteenth Street NW. Lrepresent the Associated Taxicab Operators. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know if I have got much cold water with 
me. I hope not. I am interested in this from the standpoint of the 
taxicab industry in the District of Columbia. I represent an organi- 
zation of drivers that has been recently organized for the purpose of 
trying to bring about better relationship between the citizenry and 
public officials. 

This particular legislation, I believe we will all agree, is rather 
belated. There ought to have been something done about this many 
years ago. I have ‘been in W ashington quite a long time, and I have 
been in the taxicab business about 20 years. I think the taxicab in- 
dustry has a vital interest in this picture, and when it comes to the 
setting up of an agency to control this interstate transportation 
beween the different jurisdictions, which is about all I came here 
for, in this resolution particularly here it means railway a motor 
vehicles, and we are wondering whether or not, if an agency was set 
up to study this problem, and if that agency would take into considera- 
tion the taxicab problem that exists in the District here and as it 
relates between the three separate jurisdictions, that is what we would 
be particularly interested in. 

The Cnamman. Yes, certainly: the taxicab is a public-utility 
facility. 

Mr. Dotiar. Yes; it has been so dealt with in the court. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t know what we would do in Washington if 
it were not for the taxicab. 

Mr. Doutuar. I am sure the organization is trying to do all it can 
to improve the service here to the: public. However, recently we have 
had one adverse decision in regard to the transportation of passengers, 
particularly into Prince Georges County. I think, if there was a 
commission set up to handle this over-all picture, it would be a very 
interesting thing and beneficial to all the people in the entire metro- 
politan area. 

We have today many difficulties due to the fact that we have no 
recognized fares that are charged to go beyond the District line into 
Virginia and Maryland, and there are many controversies that arise 
over that. Our organization is on record for the reestablishment of 
the use of the taxicab meters in the District of Columbia in connec- 
tion with which I made a statement before Senator Hill’s District 
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee a few weeks 











Ek anes pelt ecstte i POG ORL 


hint sii sigttt esiipr intense 


; 
; 
} 
4 
2 





WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT PROBLEM 65 


ago. The statement is there if any of you Senators might want to 
read it. I think it is to the point and would solve a great problem 
which has caused a difficult situation in our industry for many years. 
I am not here just to speak of taxicab meters, but we feel that would 
be the solution. I have had conversations from day to day with peo- 
ple who take cabs from the District, and they are reluctant to take 
them because they don’t know what they may be charged by the 
driver. They might charge one fare in one instance and another fare 
in another instance. This commission may be something that could 
solve our problem in that respect and be of benefit to the citizens as a 
whole throughout the area. 

The CHatrmMan. Well, we are pleased to have you testify, Mr. 
Dollar. There is no question but what the taxicab industry would 
be affected by this legislation; so, we are glad to have your statement. 

Mr. Dotnar. It has been said that the taxicab industry is about 
the second-largest industry in the District, in respect to over-all gross 
revenues, and it is certainly something we want to see protected. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Dotxar. The taxicab industry wishes to work in the interest of 
the public. 

The Carman. That is a very important transportation agency. 

Mr. Douiar. I think that is about all I can say, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Well, we thank you. 

Mr. Dotiar. Thank you, sir. 

The CHarrman. Now, Mr. Magruder. 


STATEMENT OF J. MAYNARD MAGRUDER, MEMBER OF THE 
HOUSE OF DELEGATES FROM ARLINGTON, VA. 


Mr. Macruper. Mr. Chairman, I am J. Maynard Magruder, 2525 
Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Va. 

The CHairman. You are a member of the House of Delegates of 
Virginia ¢ 

Mr. Macruper. Yes, sir 

The CuatrmMan. From Arlington County ? 

Mr. Macruper. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Macruper. Mr. Chairman, I am very much interested in 3S. 
1868. I think that this is a good approach to the problem that exists. 
As a former member of the Public Utilities Commission and chair- 
man for some years in Arlington, I had some experience with the 
transportation problem. As a member of the State Corporation Com- 
mission of Virginia, I have been very much aware of this problem for 
a long time, 

During our session of the legislature, I introduced a bill, which was 
a companion bill to the Sasscer bill, which, in effect, was Senate Joint 
Resolution 135. But the legislature defeated that bill in committee, 
and I would say the Legislature of Virginia is not ready to go ahead 
with a compact of that nature unless they knew more of the real 
substance of the conditions here. 

Also, at that time the compact was merely a gesture, because your 
bills were pending here and had not been ‘passed. Had there been 
authorization for a compact, the legislature may have looked at it 
differently. 
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My feeling is that some investigation such as is anticipated in S. 
1868 by an agency that I know has the facilities, I know they can call 
on the other agencies of the States to get the information they have, 
I know that agency could proceed with expediency and not take too 
long. I don’t believe it would take 10 years, as.I heard someone 
suggest. 

Tn any event, it seems to me that the over-all study by an agency 
such as the ICC, with the added powers that are contemplated in the 
bill, would be desirable. 

It seems to me S. 1868 would be for the benefit of all the people of 
the area. I am sure this problem is one that is of great concern not 
only to the people but to the companies and to the Government. 

While I am speaking of Government interest, Mr. Chairman, our 
transportation system has been changed; it has been caused to do 
things that it would not otherwise have done by reason of the location 
of Government agencies. 

We will take in Arlington the Navy Establishment, and we will take 
on Glebe Road the Air Force Est: ablishment—all of those things have 
changed the transportation company’s plan of action. They did not 
ee about these things coming and therefore they had to change. 

I admit, on the other hand, it also gave them an opportunity to have 
a two-way load that was not quite as ; possible under the old operation, 
before the Government established all these agencies. The various 
agencies of the Government have a real interest in this by reason of 
the Government employees going back and forth, as you know, sir. 

So I think this is the correct approach. I think there are many 
more problems than meet the eye. It seems to me the LCC, with which 
I have had some experience in the past, could do this, and I think the 
Congress would do well to place it there. 

I will ask leave, Mr. Chairman, to file a statement for the record 
with more detailed ideas. I did not come here this morning fully 
prepared. 

The Cuairman. We will be very glad to have that statement and it 
will be made a part of the record and. part of this hearing. 

You say a proposal to work out a compact was presented by you to 
the Virginia Legislature and it did not get out of committee? 

Mr. Macruper. Yes, sir. There was a hearing held but it did not 
get out of the committee. 

The Cuarrman. We understood that they were fearful lest Virginia 
might lose control over all of its utilities through this arrangement. 
Was that what was bothering the committee when they refused to 
report out the compact plan ? 

Mr. Macruper. I don’t know how the members of the committee 
expressed themselves. I heard witnesses express themselves in that 
fashion, but I heard no members of the committee express themselves 
in that fashion. I think the fact that the bill was pending in the 
Congress rather than having been passed by Congress had some effect 
on the members of the committee. I think if you could have said to 
them, “This has been passed and we are awaiting your action,” their 

attitude might have been different. 

I also feel that had an investigation been made and the facts pre- 
sented to them from that point of view, they would have felt differ- 
ently. 
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The CHatrman. Well, we are glad to have you. 

Mr. Macruper. Thank you, sir. 

The CHaArrMan. Is there anyone present who wants to testify? If 
not, the hearings are declared closed. 

(The following matter was presented for the record:) 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, June 3, 1952. 
Hon. Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C, 

My Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice relative to the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 135) granting the 
consent of Congress to the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of 
Columbia to enter into a contract or agreement providing for the unified regula- 
tion of common carriers transporting passengers by street railways and motor 
vehicles within certain areas of such States and the District of Columbia. 

The purpose of this resolution is stated in its title. In addition to granting 
congressional consent to the making of the compact or agreement, the resolution 
provides that any such compact or agreement shall not be effective unless and 
until it has been approved by the legislatures of the States of Maryland and 
Virginia and by the Congress. 

Whether the joint resolution should be enacted presents a question of policy 
concerning which this department prefers to make no recommendation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this repert. 

Sincerely, 
A. DEVITT VANECH, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


JUNE 3, 1952. 
Hon. EpWtin C, JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar SENATOR JOHNSON: The Commissioners have for report Senate Joint 
Resolution 135, Eighty-second Congress, a joint resolution granting the consent 
of Congress to the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia 
to enter into a compact or agreement providing for the unified regulation of 
common carriers transporting passengers by street railways and motor vehicles 
within certain areas of such States and the District of Columbia. 

The joint resolution provides the consent of Congress to a compact or agree- 
ment that might be entered into by the States of Maryland and Virginia and 
the District of Columbia “for the unified regulation” of common carriers of 
passengers in the metropolitan area. Public regulation of comomn carriers 
of passengers ordinarily includes, among other things, the routes and terri- 
tories to be served and the extensions of routes and territories to be served, 
the adequacy of service, the safety of facilities to be operated, the establishment 
of loading standards, the issuance of securities, and the rates to be charged 
for services rendered, 

Regulatory legislation usually provides the standards for service and guides 
to the regulatory agency to carry out the legislative intent. Senate Joint 
Resolution 1385 does not lay down any legislative standard or guidance in the 
formulation of a compact for the regulation of common carriers of passengers, 
nor does the resolution define “unified regulation.” 

The resolution provides congressional consent to a compact that may be 
entered into by the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of Colum- 
bia. Under existing laws governing regulation of public utilities in the District 
of Columbia, the Board of Commissioners has no jurisdiction over actions of the 
Public Utilities Commission. The wording of the resolution appears to grant 
such jurisdiction to the Board of Commissioners by virtue of authorizing the 
“District of Columbia” to enter into a compact concerning matters over which 
the Commission exercises exclusive authority. Congress has laid down stand- 
ards for the guidance of the Publie Utilities Commission in the regulation of 
common carriers within the District. If it be the congressional intent that any 
compact for the regulation of common carriers of passengers is to be exercised 
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by the Public Utilities Commission rather than the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, it would seem appropriate to amend the joint resolu- 
tion so as to provide that the contemplated compact may be entered into by that 
Commission rather than by the “District of Columbia.” 

It is the opinion of the Board that the purpose of those who seek unified 
regulation in the metropolitan area is primarily to obtain unified regulation 
of rates. Rates in the metropolitan area are now regulated by the Public 
Service Commission of Maryland, the State Corporation Commission of Vir- 
ginia, and the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia. It 
is common knowledge, and is a matter of record in proceedings before both 
the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia and the Public 
Service Commission of Maryland, that the operations of Capital Transit Co. 
in that part of the metropolitan area lying in the State of Maryland are ren- 
dered at operating losses. It is obvious that the cost of operating a bus a 
distance of 5 miles or 10 miles is greater than the cost of operating 1 or 2 miles. 
It follows that transportation between the outlying areas in the metropolitan 
area and downtown Washington costs more and requires a higher charge for 
the service rendered than operation within a more limited area. It would 
follow, therefore, that in the establishment of rates within the metropolitan 
area recognition must be given to the length of the haul and the cost of the 
service. The cost of operation per mile is just as much for a bus carrying one 
passenger as for a loaded bus. 

It follows from the foregoing that in giving consent to the making of a compact 
for unified regulation such consent should be predicated upon an equitable dis- 
tribution of the cost of the service among those using it, so that no one group 
would be required to subsidize other users. If unified regulation means unitary 
rates within the metropolitan area, it is obvious that transportation from more 
sparsely settled areas would have to be subsidized by riders within the con- 
gested area. It is important to know whether the District of Columbia riders 
should be, and whether they could be lawfully, required to pay a transportation 
fare that would compensate for a noncompensatory haul outside the District of 
Columbia within the metropolitan area. 

The foregoing points out some of the factors that would have to be considered 
by any authority having regulation. Under the statute and under the Con- 
stitution, rates must be reasonable and compensatory. <A rate imposed upon 
a particular group to compensate the carrier for transporting others in other 
areas is discriminatory and unlawful. It is the opinion of the Board, therefore, 
that a consent to enter into a compact for unified regulation should provide 
for recognition of the length of the haul and the cost of the service, 

Rates that might be agreed upon by cooperative and unified regulation would 
be subject to the same type of judicial review and subject to the same consti- 
tutional standards as rates that might be prescribed separately by the respective 
regulatory body in each jurisdiction. No rate determination reached by compact 
or agreement among respective regulatory agencies, or rates established by a 
regulatory authority created by Congress, would be free from attack upon a 
claim of contiscation or unlawful discrimination. 

If it be the intent of Congress to create a new or different standard of rate 
making, the legislative authority should establish the standard and guide to 
be followed by the regulatory authority. Senate Joint Resolution 135 does not 
attempt to establish a guide or a standard for rate making or condition of 
service. It is the opinion of the Board that any uniform action dealing with 
rates or condition of service that is lacking in a standard or guide, or that does 
not measure up to an established standard or guide, would be subject to an attack 
of invalidity because of such lack. 

These considerations lead the Board to believe that the resolution in question 
should be amended to designate the Public Utilities Commission of the District 
of Columbia in lieu of the District of Columbia as a party to the proposed 
compact, to specify the matters of regulation to be covered by such compact, 
and to set forth the purpose to be accomplished by a contemplated compact and 
the standards to be followed in giving the consent of Congress to determinations 
to he made by compact or agreement of governing authorities. 

The Commissioners have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection on the part of that office to submission of this report to the 
Congress. 

Respectfully, 


F. JosepH DONOHUE, 
President, 
Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 
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JUNE 3, 1952. 
Hon, Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR JOHNSON: This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 
2, 1952, advising of the public hearings on Senate bill 1868 and Senate Joint 
Resolution 135. Your letter invites recommendations concerning these measnres 
and invites participation in the hearings. The matters covered by the proposed 
legislation are of concern to the Public Utilities Commission of the District of 
Columbia, and I am advised that the Chairman of that Commission was present 
at all of the hearings and testified in relation to the subject matter. 

The Commissioners have not heretofore been requested to make a report on 
Senate bill 1868. They have no objection to the proposed legislation, but they 
point out that it is their understanding that the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion now has all the authority that S. 1868 would confer. Section 205 (a) of 
part II of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U. 8S. C. A. 805 (a)) provides that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission shall refer to joint boards certain mat- 
ters involving motor bus operations when not more than three States are in- 
volved. Among such matters are complaints as to rates, fares, and charges. 
The section provides that the Commission may refer investigations and certain 
other matters to joint boards. The joint boards are composed of representatives 
of the States involved in the operation. The Commissioners believe that S. 
ISGS is unnecessary, unless it be for the purpose of requiring the Interstate 
Commerce Commission to make such investigations as directed by the bill. The 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia do not feel that it is appropriate 
for them to suggest such a direction to the Federal agency. 

The Commissioners were asked to make a report on Senate Joint Resolution 
135, which report was prepared and sent to the Budget Bureau. By telephone 
communication on May 20, 1952, the Budget Bureau advised that it had no 
objection to the report on the resolution. That report is being sent to you ds 
chairman of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Respectfully, 
I’, JOSEPH DONOHUE, 
President, 


Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATRS, 
Washington, D. C., Mareh 4, 1952. 
Hon. EvWIN C, JONNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

My DEAR Mr, CHAIRMAN: I have your letter of February 25, 1952, inviting 
any cominents I may care to offer concerning Senate Joint Resolution 135, Eighty- 
second Congress, entitled “Joint resolution granting the consent of Congress to 
the States of Marvland and Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter into 
a compact or agreement providing for the unified regulation of common carriers 
transporting passengers by street railways and motor vehicles within certain 
areas of such States and the District of Columbia.” 

The purpose of the resolution is to alleviate a situation which exists by reason 
of the peculiar geographic position of the District of Columbia to the States of 
Maryland and Virginia. By reason of the environs of the city of Washington 
comprising as they do counties of both Maryland and Virginia, the three political 
entities have a community of interest in problems relating to the transportation 
of passengers within this metropolitan area. <A uniformity Of approach would 
undoubtedly result in more eeonomic and efficient service, which is both in the 
public interest and the interest of the Federal Government, thus making very 
desirable the consideration of matters affecting uniform administration of public 
transportation. 

While the enactment of the resolution would not directly affect any of the func- 
tions of the General Accounting Office, its provisions appear meritorious, and 
sufficient to accomplish the purposes intended. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 








70 WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT PROBLEM 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE CoM MISSION, 
Washington 25, March 20, 1952. 
Hon. Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Your letter of February 25, 1952, addressed to 
the Chairman of the Commission and requesting comments on Senate Joint Res- 
olution 135, introduced by you on behalf of yourself and Senators O’Conor and 
Butler of Maryland, granting the consent of Congress to the States of Maryland 
and Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter into a compact or agreement 
providing for the unified regulation of common carriers transporting passengers 
by street railways and motor vehicles within certain areas of such States and 
the District of Columbia, has been referred to our Legislative Committee. After 
careful consideration by that Committee, I am authorized to submit the follow- 
ing comments in its behalf: 

The joint resolution is, in substance, an invitation to the States of Maryland 
and Virginia and the District of Columbia to negotiate and submit a proposal 
for the unified regulation of passenger transportation by street railways and 
motor vehicles within the metropolitan area of Washington. It does not estab- 
lish an agency for the regulation of such transportation, nor does it give blanket 
approval to any arrangement that may be agreed to by the three jurisdictions. 
Congress, as the legislature for the District, would have to approve or disap- 
prove any proposed arrangement on behalf of the District. 

We have no objection to the resolution, but in the event it should be adopted, 
we would be interested in presenting to the Congress our views with respect to 
any compact or agreement which might be proposed. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Water M. W. SplLawn, Chairman, 


CHARLES D, MAHAFFIE, 
JoHN L, ROGERS, 
Legislative Committec. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, May 21, 1952. 
Hon. Epwin C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate. 


Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: The Secretary of Defense has delegated to this Depart- 
ment the responsibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense 
as they pertain to your request for a report on Senate Joint Resolution 135, a 
resolution granting the consent of Congress to the States of Maryland and Vir- 
ginia and the District of Columbia to enter into a compact or agreement providing 
for the unified regulation of common carriers transporting passengers by street 
railways and motor vehicles within certain areas of such States and the District 
of Columbia. 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is fully stated in the title. 

The Department of Defense, as the employer of a large number of personnel 
residing in the Washington, D. C., metropolitan area, is interested in the estab- 
lishment and continuing availability of a metropolitan transit system which will 
provide maximum service at reasonable cost. The present lack of adequate 
transfer arrangements and proper scheduling as between transportation com- 
panies, the failure to establish through routes, and, except for the relief afforded 
through the joint fares ordered by the Interstate Commerce Commission in 
passenger fares between the District of Columbia and nearby Virginia (256 
I, C. C. 769, et al.) the separate fares charged by the companies involved result 
in unreasonable transportation costs and unnecessary delay in travel by such 
employees. This makes it difficult for the Department of Defense to retain and 
recruit personnel. 

The Department of Defense is interested in alleviation of the existing unsatis- 
factory conditions but is not qualified to state whether enactment of Senate Joint 
Resolution 135 would accomplish that purpose. For that reason, the Department 
of Defense desires to refrain from comment either favoring or opposing Senate 
Joint Resolution 135. 
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Enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 135 would not involve the expenditure 
of any Department of Defense funds. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with existing procedures. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. L. Greparric, 
Under Secretary of the Air Force. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
May 22, 1952. 
Hon. Eb. C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR JOHNSON: Thank you for your letter of May 5, 1952, inviting 
our comments on Senate Joint Resolution 135, granting the consent of Congress 
to the States of Maryland and Virginia and the District of Columbia to enter 
into a compact or agreement providing for the unified regulation of common 
carriers transporting passengers by street railways and motor vehicles within 
certain areas of such States and the District of Columbia. 

Since it does not appear that this proposal would affect the responsibilities of 
the Department of Agriculture, we have no recommendations to make regarding 
the proposed legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES F, BRANNAN, Secretary. 


(Whereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the hearing was concluded.) 
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